
INTRODUCTION 
 
 This appendix provides responses to public and agency comments on the American River 
Common Features (ARCF) Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report 
(EIS/EIR) and General Reevaluation Report (GRR), as received during the public comment period.  
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY 
 
 The draft GRR and EIS/EIR were circulated for public review beginning on March 13, 2015. The 
notice of availability (NOA) was published in the Federal Register on March 13, 2015.  The draft GRR and 
EIS/EIR were made available both on the Sacramento District, Corps of Engineers website as well as the 
website for the Central Valley Flood Protection Board.  Hard copies of the draft GRR and EIS/EIR were 
provided to area libraries.  Letters and/or DVD copies of the GRR and EIS/EIR were sent to interested 
parties, local residents, and to the agencies and elected officials listed in Section 6.4 of the EIS/EIR.  
Public workshops were held during the review period to provide additional opportunities for comments 
on the draft documents. All comments received during the public review period were considered and 
incorporated into the final GRR and EIS/EIR as appropriate.  The meeting locations, dates and times 
were as follows:  
 

• April 8, Hagginwood Community Center—3270 Marysville Blvd, Sacramento (5-7 p.m.). 

• April 9, Elk’s Lodge— 6446 Riverside Boulevard, Sacramento (5-7 p.m.). 

• April 15, Library Galleria—828 I Street, Sacramento (3-5 p.m.). 

• April 17, Arden-Dimick Library— 891 Watt Ave., Sacramento (5-7 p.m.). 

 
 A total of 137 people attended the four meetings. Comments were solicited through the use of 
court reporters at the meetings.  Additionally, comments could be submitted through mail or electronic 
mail.  Oral and written comments were made throughout the series of meetings by local, State, and 
Federal agencies, community organizations, and individuals.   
 
 During the Draft EIS public review period, a total of 471 comments were received from the 
public in the following manner: 
 

• 39 different parties commented, including 2 Federal agencies, 7 State of California agency, 9 
local agencies and organizations, 1 Native American Tribe, and 20 private citizens.  

• 9 people presented verbal comments to the court reporter at the public meetings. 

• 4 people left hand-written comment cards at the public meetings. 

 



 A summary of the major issues from the public comments are included below. Original letters, 
e-mails, and the transcripts of the public hearings follow.   Responses to the public comments are 
included in the table that follows.   
 
 
RESPONSES TO PRIMARY COMMENTS 
 
 Public comments on the draft documents focused in part on: 1) access to recreational features 
during and after construction; 2) design, placement and justification for rock erosion protection along 
the American and Sacramento Rivers; 3) effects to vegetation as a result of the recommendations; 4) 
clear presentation of the anticipated level of the performance of the project; and 5) coordination with 
stakeholders in future phases of the project.   
 
 
MATRIX OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 The following pages include the posters from the public scoping meeting.  Following the posters 
are all public comments received and a matrix of the Corps’ responses to those comments.  The 
responses are annotated to refer back to the corresponding letters and comments that precede them.  
Each letter and comment has been annotated with a designation such as “C-5”.  The letter, “C” refers to 
the comment letter, and the number, “5” refers to the comment number within the letter. 































Public Comments Received on the ARCF GRR 
 
A Verbal Comments Received at Public Meeting on Wednesday April 8, 2015 at Joe Mims Jr. 
 Community Center 
B Verbal Comments Received at Public Meeting on Thursday April 9, 2015 at Sacramento Elks 
 Lodge #6 
C Verbal Comments Received at Public Meeting on April 15, 2015 at Sacramento Library Galleria 
D Verbal Comments Received at Public Meeting on April 17, 2015 at Arden-Dimick Library 
E Public Meeting Comment Card from Lissa McKee 
F Public Meeting Comment Card from Carolyn Baker 
G Public Meeting Comment Card from Ellen Broms 
H Public Meeting Comment Card from Mary M. Schwartz 
I E-mail from Dan Kopp 
J E-mail from Stan Jones 
K E-mail from Janet Fullwood 
L E-mail from James Geary 
M E-mail from Maggie Beddow 
N E-mail from United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria 
O Letter from the California Department of Transportation 
P Letter from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Q Letter from the U.S. Department of the Interior 
R Letter from the Sacramento County Department of Transportation 
S Letter from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
T Letter from the California State Lands Commission 
U Letter from Tremaine & Associates 
V Letter from Tremaine & Associates 
W Letter from the Delta Stewardship Council 
X Letter from the Delta Stewardship Council 
Y Letter from the Delta Protection Commission 
Z Letter from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
AA Letter from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
BB Letter from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
CC Letter from the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
DD Letter from Joseph E. O’Connor Jr. 
EE Letter from Friends of the River, Habitat 2020, and Save the American River Association 
FF Letter from Save the American River Association 
GG Letter from James Morgan 
HH E-mail from Gay Jones 
II Letter from the State Water Resources Control Board 
JJ Letter from Sacramento County 
 Letter from Ken Cooley 
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1          MS. MAXWELL:  My name is Sandra Maxwell,

2 S-A-N-D-R-A, M-A-X-W-E-L-L.  I am a resident.  I live on

3 Verano Street.  V, as in Victor, E-R-A-N-O, Street.

4 It's --

5          How do I explain this?

6          Periodically we get high water.  In '95 because

7 of a tree falling down along -- further on down the

8 creek, and then it rained like crazy, the house flooded,

9 and I was out of my house for five months.

10          Luckily, my mother -- I mean, it was her house.

11 I was living with her because she had Alzheimer's.

12 Luckily she had flood insurance, so we were okay, except

13 financially -- except we were out of the house for five

14 months, and if you've ever dealt with an Alzheimer's

15 patient, it's traumatic.

16          So all these years I've carried flood

17 insurance.  Now, I have been notified by the flood

18 insurance people, FEMA, that I'm losing my discount, but

19 there's no -- there's no explanation as to what happens

20 after that loss.

21          So we came over tonight when Arcade Creek was

22 mentioned.  Runs along the back of the property.  Was

23 that going to effect us in any rate?  Didn't really get

24 that answered.

25          But I have a phone number and a name, and I'm
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1 going to give him a call and see if they have any

2 information.

3          The levy work that they're talking about does

4 not appear to affect my house.  It's not going to be in

5 that area.  It's to the west of us, which solves the

6 problem of them cutting down trees, which I read that in

7 the paper.  That's not a worry.

8          I still don't know whether I'm considered in

9 the flood plain or not, that the flood insurance people

10 are concerned about.

11          Is the work that they're going to be doing

12 going to make the bank and the flood insurance people

13 happier?

14          Is the City going to come in and clean all the

15 silt out that has built up over the years?

16          I mean, it didn't rain very much in February,

17 but the creek almost went over into my backyard because

18 it's so shallow back there because of the crude buildup

19 of silt.

20          So I solved the problem by being the squeaky

21 wheel every year.  I start in the spring, come clean the

22 creek out, and in October they usually show up.  They

23 didn't this last year.

24          So that's where I'm at.

25          The City fenced off years ago, years ago fenced
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1 off the creek, so the homeowners can't get back there,

2 and cut down weeds and clean up trash and do anything.

3          We can't get back there and get -- the City

4 doesn't adequately take care of what they fenced off.

5          Okay.

6          THE REPORTER:  Is there a number that they can

7 reach you at?

8          MS. MAXWELL:  Area code 916-922-3176.  And they

9 can --

10          I rarely answer the phone.  If I don't

11 recognize the phone number, I don't answer, but I will

12 call back when they leave a message.

13          Okay.  Thank you very much.  Thank you.

14          (Conclusion at 7:00 p.m.)

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1                  REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

2

3          I, CATHERINE D. LAPLANTE, a Certified Shorthand

4 Reporter for the State of California, do hereby certify:

5          That I am a disinterested person herein; that

6 the foregoing was reported in shorthand by me, CATHERINE

7 D. LAPLANTE, a Certified Shorthand Reporter of the State

8 of California, and thereafter transcribed into

9 typewriting; that the foregoing is a true and correct

10 record given.

11          IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereby certify this

12 transcript at my office in the County of Placer, State

13 of California, this 15th day of April, 2015.

14

15

16                       __________________________________
                      CATHERINE D. LAPLANTE, CSR #10140

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1          MS. NASON:  My name is Beverly, B-E-V-E-R-L-Y.

2 Last name is Nason, N-A-S-O-N.  And I live at 6728

3 Benham, Way, B-E-N-H-A-M, Way, and that's 95831.

4          And my e-mail address is ,

5 .

6          And my comment is we have been at our house

7 like 30, 35, 36 years, so we've gone through a lot of --

8 two times digging down the slurry.

9          Our house backs up to the levy, and so they've

10 done two times with the -- down the middle of the levy,

11 and if it rains a foot, which I'm grateful of.

12          I don't know how many years ago that was, the

13 last incident, which quite made me come to this, is they

14 put, I guess, erosion, the cement, the big barges came,

15 and then they would dump the -- the big cement.  I guess

16 they were for erosion, which I was glad they were doing

17 but didn't realize it was cracking our house, which it

18 did.

19          We have a stucco house, and it got cracked.

20          I didn't know anything about it.  I was just

21 glad they were doing the work that I wouldn't get

22 flooded again.

23          And my friend lived about half a mile in the

24 new section, and they're three houses from the levy.

25 Our house backs up to the levy.  Hers, the new units,
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1 are the levy, and they're three houses in.  All three

2 houses from the levy had cracked damage, and they were

3 all fixed.  They put in a complaint, and they were all

4 fixed.

5          I did not know to do that, so that's why I'm

6 here today, so in case that was going to happen again, I

7 would know who to call.

8          So I appreciate the meeting tonight so that I'm

9 a more-informed consumer.  Yeah.

10          So that's what it's all about because I didn't

11 get it done, and I should have because I was a victim

12 of, but I'm glad to see it raised, glad to see it was

13 not going to flood again.

14          Glad everyone did it, but I wished I would have

15 put in for the damage.  I did have damage.

16          So now I have a card, and I will be able to --

17 if they do do that.

18          I didn't think it was going to be done again

19 because they've done it, erosion correction, that's

20 where the big cement, that's where the vibration cracked

21 the houses, damage was done from the -- I guess the soil

22 is such that --

23          So now I'm glad that we had this meeting.

24          Thank you.

25          *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *  *
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1          MS. BIGELOW:  Pamela Bigelow.  B-I-G-E-L-O-W.

2 Address , Sacramento,

3 just the number   

4          The first thing I want to say is I have a

5 walnut tree within 15 feet of the levy that I would like

6 removed.  It has the family of squirrels that live in

7 it.  You can replace it with another tree, that's just

8 fine.

9          It is, however, on City property, but there are

10 quite a few squirrels that have lived there for many,

11 many years, so I'm sure there are a lot of burrows

12 there.

13          Right behind it is a large oak tree, which they

14 live in.  The squirrels live in the oak tree because

15 they eat the acorns, and they eat the walnuts.

16          Second thing is I'd like consideration for not

17 having -- for not having a staging area on the big lot

18 next to Marlton Court.

19          We had one there in the early '90s, and we

20 think we've done our duty, so if you could please find

21 another place for a staging area, we would very much

22 appreciate it.

23          Third thing, which goes to the City of

24 Sacramento, the cul-de-sac and levy need to have the

25 grass cut on a monthly basis rather than an annual
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1 basis.  The group of neighbors in our cul-de-sac is

2 paying a gardener to cut the levy grass because it's a

3 fire hazard, and it's dangerous, and people fall down

4 the levy all the time because they can't see where

5 they're going because the grass is so tall.

6          So we would like to request the grass be cut

7 much more often.

8          That's it.

9          *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *  *

10          MS. SHORT:  My name is Shirley.  Last name

11 Short, S-H-O-R-T, and I live along the river and brick

12 yard, and I don't want to be contacted.  There's no

13 reason to.

14          I was just disappointed, that my impression was

15 this was going to be a meeting tonight, and that there

16 was going to be a presentation by the agencies involved,

17 and we would have an opportunity to ask questions, and

18 we have had an opportunity to ask questions, and they've

19 provided a lot of really good information.

20          But I think a meeting where they gave us a

21 presentation would have been more helpful to us, and

22 some -- you know, some things to take away, some

23 handouts would have also been more helpful.

24          I was disappointed.  I thought this was going

25 to be a meeting.  That's what they told us it was going

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
B-2

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
(Cont.)

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
B-3

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text



CourtReporterDepot  (877)808-DEPO

Page 6

1 to be, so why didn't they have a meeting?

2          That's my comment.

3          *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *  *

4          MR. CARROLL:  Craig, C-R-A-I-G, Carroll,

5 C-A-R-R-O-L-L.  .

6          My first concern is the vegetation, the

7 existing vegetation that is on the water side of the

8 levy behind my property.

9          Prior to any removal of the vegetation, will

10 there be a report or a document available on which trees

11 or which -- what vegetation will be removed prior to the

12 removal in the event that I can challenge, legally

13 challenge whether or not it meets the criteria of a

14 hazardous tree or the question -- the reason for the

15 removal.

16          I know the trees are tagged, and I would like

17 to see in the proposal that these tag numbers be

18 included on which trees will be removed and which trees

19 won't be removed.

20          My piece of property is actually between Reach

21 15 and 16.  That's the first concern.

22          And the second will be the privacy issue.

23 Right now we're not allowed to have privacy fences

24 because of the regulations on the fence sizes, heights,

25 has to be see-through.
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1          Whether or not there's going to be any screens

2 or any sort of privacy protection, so while we're

3 enjoying our pool or backyard during the construction

4 phase of it, whether or not we just have to live with

5 one or two, three months, however long the project is,

6 of people in our backyard with little or -- giving us

7 little or no privacy are my two biggest concerns.

8          So vegetation removal and the privacy issue are

9 my two issues with this particular project.

10          Also, the existing permits, the use permits

11 that we have on our piece of property, if they

12 encroach -- for the encroachment permits, if they

13 encroach into the area of the levy that will be

14 constructed or affected by the construction, and it's

15 required to be removed.

16          A, who's going to pay for the cost of removal,

17 and, B, whether or not it will be replaced after the

18 construction's over, and the cost to that, and whether

19 or not I'll have to reapply for a new permit, or if I

20 can use the existing permit and reconstruct what was in

21 there.

22          So the three issues are cost of removal, the

23 cost of replacing it after the construction is over, and

24 whether or not I will be able to get a permit, or if I

25 can use -- if I'll have to apply for a permit all over
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1 again, or if I can just use the existing permit to

2 repair what was removed.

3          (Conclusion at 7:00 p.m.)

4

5

6

7
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1                  REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

2

3          I, CATHERINE D. LAPLANTE, a Certified Shorthand

4 Reporter for the State of California, do hereby certify:

5          That I am a disinterested person herein; that

6 the foregoing was reported in shorthand by me, CATHERINE

7 D. LAPLANTE, a Certified Shorthand Reporter of the State

8 of California, and thereafter transcribed into

9 typewriting; that the foregoing is a true and correct

10 record given.

11          IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereby certify this

12 transcript at my office in the County of Placer, State

13 of California, this 15th day of April, 2015.

14

15

16                       __________________________________
                      CATHERINE D. LAPLANTE, CSR #10140

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1          JOHN LUNDGREN:  On behalf of the county's

2 regional parks director, Jeff Leatherman, I'm just a

3 little bit concerned about a lack of specificity for the

4 improvements along the American River because it makes it

5 hard for us to evaluate the impacts to American River

6 Parkway.  We're specifically concerned about a loss of

7 revenue from parkway fees and sales of annual passes, and

8 we're concerned about a loss of use, meaning that that

9 park won't be available for the regular users.

10          We agree with the draft document that the

11 impacts to recreation will be significant and

12 unavoidable, but we would like to see more specific

13 mitigation with performance criteria.  We're also

14 concerned that the Campus Commons Golf Course will be

15 impacted, and we're not sure we saw that in the document

16 to date, and with past Corps projects in the parkway,

17 we've experienced some confusing information from the

18 contractor when directing parkway users around closed

19 areas and would like extra effect and coordination in the

20 future to work on a more consistent, unified public

21 information system.

22          Okay.  Now the comments are from me, so I'm

23 representing the county's mining program.  And the SAFCA

24 portion of the project has several borrow sites

25 identified.  For those sites within unincorporated
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1 Sacramento County, they will need to obtain a borrow site

2 permit pursuant to county code and the State Surface

3 Mining and Reclamation Act, SMARA, S-M-A-R-A.  Please

4 leave enough time in the process to coordinate permitting

5 with the county.  We're available to assist with early

6 consultation to streamline the process.

7          Some of the areas may not require a borrow

8 permit, but still will require a grading permit.  If the

9 specific impacts of that grading are not analyzed in this

10 document, you will need to leave time in the process for

11 analyzing them under a future CEQA document.  There's a

12 potential borrow site identified in the Dry Creek

13 Parkway.  Please be aware that the area is particularly

14 sensitive for cultural resources and may be regulated by

15 the Dry Creek Parkway Plan.

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1                COURT REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA     )
                        ) ss.

3 COUNTY OF PLACER        )
________________________)

4

5          I, Lindsey R. Perry, hereby certify:

6          I am a duly qualified Certified Shorthand

7 Reporter, in the State of California, holder of Certified

8 Shorthand Reporter Certificate No. 12806 issued by the

9 Court Reporters Board of California and which is in full

10 force and effect.

11     I am the reporter that stenographically recorded the

12 comment in the foregoing transcript, and the foregoing

13 transcript is a true record of the comment given.

14

15 Dated:  April 27, 2015

16

17

18                 _________________________________________

19                 LINDSEY R. PERRY, CSR NO. 12806, CRR, RPR

20

21

22

23

24

25
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      SAFCA & US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

          HELD AT THE DIMICK LIBRARY

               891 WATT AVENUE

         SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95834

           FRIDAY, APRIL 17, 2015

                  5:00 P.M.

                  ---o0o---

REPORTED BY: JILLIAN M. SUMNER, CSR No. 13619

         COURT REPORTER DEPOT
Phone (877) 808-3376       Fax (973) 353-9445 
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1          BE IT REMEMBERED, that on Friday,

2 April 17th, 2015, commencing at the hour of 5:00 p.m., at

3 the Dimick Library, 891 Watt Avenue, Sacramento,

4 California before me, JILLIAN M. SUMNER, a Certified

5 Shorthand Reporter in and for the county of Sacramento,

6 state of California, was present and recorded verbatim the

7 following proceedings:

8

9                   COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC:

10

11          (Comments made by Pat Hara and Jack Burrows,

12 collectively:)

13

14 PAT HARA:

15

16          Basically, we live in -- what is it -- Walnut

17 View Estates.  That's off of Sierra Boulevard.  And my

18 flood insurance goes up 100 bucks a year, $1,700.  And I'm

19 going, that's just -- what can we do?

20          So we talked to Pete about the issues of the

21 flooding in that area and the drainage issues, and I need

22 to find a way to get my flood insurance down, if at all

23 possible.

24

25
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1 JACK BURROWS:

2

3          What Pete was telling us was that what was really

4 required is a larger pump capacity.  But the cross-benefit

5 analysis is not there.  So he's recommending that we get

6 something from the County, meet with a man by the name of

7 George Booth to evaluate her elevation.

8          Because I'm not paying any flood insurance in my

9 home.  I have another home a few houses down that I'm

10 paying 400 and something.  Jane is paying -- across the

11 street from me -- paying 400 and something.

12

13 PAT HARA:

14

15      And the kids are right next to the canal.  So, yeah,

16 that's the issue.

17          We originally wanted to have to put up another

18 Cal Expo to pump water out of the slough when the water

19 backs up.  But obviously that's not going to work.  We

20 have too many issues working against us there.

21

22 JACK BURROWS:

23

24          So Pete said to bring the comment to your

25 attention, and he'll bring it to the County's --
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1 George Booth and the County to see if there's anything we

2 can do.  And we'll bring it to his attention also.

3          Thank you.

4

5          (Next commenter:)

6

7 JUDITH SCOTT:

8

9          I just wanted to say everybody was very helpful

10 and friendly, and I love the charts.  And several people

11 answered a lot of questions that we've had.

12          And another neighbor came in, and we picked

13 Pete's brain, and heard we're supposed to talk to

14 George -- somebody.

15          It was all very well done and everybody was very

16 helpful.  We got our questions answered.  But we're not as

17 affected as the other people here are.

18

19          (Whereupon, the meeting concluded at 7:00 p.m.)

20
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23

24

25
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1                    REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

2

3 STATE OF CALIFORNIA   )
                      )   ss

4 COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO  )

5

6           I, JILLIAN M. SUMNER, a Certified Shorthand

7 Reporter, licensed by the state of California and

8 empowered to administer oaths and affirmations pursuant to

9 Section 2093 (b) of the Code of Civil Procedure, do hereby

10 certify:

11          The said proceedings were recorded

12 stenographically by me and were thereafter transcribed

13 under my direction via computer-assisted transcription;

14          That the foregoing transcript is a true record of

15 the proceedings which then and there took place;

16          That I am a disinterested person to said action.

17          IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed my name on

18 April 25, 2015.

19

20

21

22                    ___________________________________
                   JILLIAN M. SUMNER

23                    Certified Shorthand Reporter No. 13619

24

25
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From:   Dan Kopp 
Sent:   Tuesday, April 07, 2015 3:35 PM
To:     Baker, Anne E SPK
Subject:        RE: [EXTERNAL] American river Common Features Project (UNCLASSIFIED)

Hi Anne,
 
 I already sent the following question/comment to a DWR contact several days 
ago; I made it a bit less caustic at the end for you:
 
My home abuts the levee on the south side of the American River Parkway 
bewteen Howe and Watt Ave., and I noticed trees were tagged several years ago, 
I believe 30 feet away from the toe on the river side and 20 feet or so on the 
residential side; does this project intend to remove trees? If so, how many 
and why?

If there is a tree removal component to this project, have measures been put 
in place to manipulate vegetation outside the breeding season for birds 
(starting in January for Great-horned Owls and Anna's Hummingbirds; beginning 
late February/early March for songbirds and continuing through August)? I can 
see an active Swainson's Hawk nest from my living room, and there are noise 
buffers that are usually put in place for this listed California Threatened 
species.

Also, I noticed at the bottom of page 13 of the Environmental Site 
Assemssment, under Sacramento East Maps, the last bullet states: 

The Sacramento East map of 1975 was a photo revision of the 1967 edition and 
added a crossing at Howe Road.

I am a firm believer in getting the small details correct, especially in a 
project like this, so when I see that Howe Avenue was mis-named as Howe Road, 
even though it was correct in the bullet right above, it makes me wonder if 
any other details were mixed-up in the analysis.

 

 

 

Anyway, those are my main concerns: unnecessary tree removal (from my 
perspective) and limbing/tree removal during the avian nesting season. 

 

The comment reflects my duties as an editorial board member for the Central 
Valley Bird Club Bulletin, where I read every word to help ensure everything 
is as grammaticaly and factually correct as possible. It is not meant as a 
personal attack; just an observational extrapolation.
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Thanks,

 

Dan Kopp

Sacramento  

 

 

 

> From: Anne.E.Baker@usace.army.mil
> To:
> Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] American river Common Features Project 
(UNCLASSIFIED)
> Date: Tue, 7 Apr 2015 21:39:09 +0000
> 
> Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
> Caveats: NONE
> 
> Hi Dan, 
> 
> You can send your comments to me via e-mail. I will look forward to seeing 
them!
> 
> Thank you,
> 
> 
> Anne E. Baker 
> Environmental Manager 
> Environmental Analysis Section, Planning Division 
> Sacramento District, US Army Corps of Engineers 
> 1325 J Street 
> Sacramento, CA  95814-2922 
> (916) 557-7277 
> 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Dan Kopp ] 
> Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 2:10 PM
> To: Baker, Anne E SPK
> Subject: [EXTERNAL] American river Common Features Project
> 
> Anne,
> 
> Can I send my comments about the DEIS/DEIR via email or do I need to send 
them in the regular mail?



file:///K|/...20River%20GRR%20Environmental/Public%20Review/Comments%20Recieved/Kopp%20E-mail%20Comment%207April15.txt[5/6/2015 10:52:04 AM]

> 
> Thanks,
> 
> Dan Kopp
> Sacramento
> 
> 
> Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
> Caveats: NONE
> 
> 
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From:   Stan Jones ]
Sent:   Friday, April 10, 2015 12:10 PM
To:     Baker, Anne E SPK
Cc:     Stan Jones
Subject:        [EXTERNAL] Sac. River Levee Work

Hi,
Thank you for providing an opportunity to comment on the proposed levee 
upgrades.  I have a few thoughts on this.

The public should be able to see what we're getting for the millions & 
millions being spent.  I propose some "viewing areas" along the levee during 
the work, to see what's being done.  These should be accessible to the public.  
Maybe a sign or 2 explaining what is being done.

Get rid of all the gates & fences that criss/cross the levees in South 
Sacramento.  They are an "attractive nuisance"  to kids, who have been seen 
climbing on them.   Some fences have barbed wire, another has 'concertina 
wire' at the top.  This could be a huge liability.  Most all of the fences can 
be bypassed by  walking down to the water's edge and going around them, so 
they don't really accomplish anything.  Most of the fences do not have legally 
valid permits anyway.  Removal of all the gates & fences will certainly make 
the repair work easier and more efficient.

There are a number of dead & sick trees along the Pocket and Little Pocket 
areas of the levee.  Also a number of trees infested with mistletoe that need 
attention.   Were any of these dead trees to topple over in a storm, they 
might take out a huge rootball of dirt and rock, and leave a large gaping hole 
in the side of the levee.  This work should receive a high priority.

I live 3 blocks from the Sacramento River, and enjoy walking and bike riding 
on the levee, and kayaking on the Sacramento River.  We are very much in favor 
of stronger levees!  I'd be happy to provide additional information to you if 
requested.
Best Regards,

Stan Jones  
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From:   Janet Fullwood
Sent:   Friday, April 10, 2015 5:08 PM
To:     Baker, Anne E SPK
Subject:        [EXTERNAL] public comment - levee reinforcement

Hello there - I would like to submit the following public comments regarding 
levee improvements in the Pocket Area. Would you please forward to Tyler 
Stalker, who is evidently the person collecting them? That's who the hand-out 
forms on the table at the Elk's Club last night were addressed to. But email 
is much more  efficient than filling out a form by hand and mailing by snail 
mail...... 

Name: Janet Fullwood
Address: 6470 Surfside Way 95831
Phone: 916.718.5666
Email: jfullwood@me.com

Comment No. 1:

The last round of levee reinforcement, in 2007, stopped at my house on the 
downstream end (My property is at the intersection of Surfside and Cruise 
Way). Only one time since has the river come up high enough for the 
effectiveness of the repairs to be tested, that being during the high-water 
winter of 2010-2011. Before the reinforcement, water seeped and weeped from 
the sidewalks in front of every river-side house on my block. This last time: 
every sidewalk on the street was dry except mine, which wept just as badly as 
before. I also had water pooled under my house that had to be pumped out via 
the sump installed after the 1997 floods that brought eight inches of water 
under my house (neither federal or homeowners flood insurance would pay for 
repairs by the way; hydrostatic seepage is not covered, only breaches in the 
levee). Evidently the water is creeping in through angled sediments. Please 
make note of this and get in touch if you need more detail.

Comment No. 2:

During the 2007 repairs, new sod was planted on the river side of the levee. 
Unfortunately, what came up was two species of spear grass, colloquially known 
as foxtails, that are lethal to animals. Every farmer and rancher in the state 
is trying to get rid of this invasive, unwanted stuff, and we get stuck with a 
sea of it. The explanation I've gotten is that the seeds were embedded in 
"imported" soil. Imported from where, I don't know, but these invasive species 
are an unwelcome hazard. Last year, the levee was not mowed until after the 
awns had set and it was bad news for a number of pets  that were infected and 
incurred huge vet bills.Who knows how many wild animals were hurt, too?. When 
the next round of repairs is made, can we please kill that stuff off and 
replant with certified weed-free native grasses? Something needs to be done; 
it's s shameful situation.

That's all for now. My thanks to all the Corps and SAFCA and city 
representatives who turned out last night at the Elk's Lodge and for all the 
great graphics and explanations.
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Sincerely,

Janet
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From:   James Geary ]
Sent:   Saturday, April 11, 2015 12:38 PM
To:     Baker, Anne E SPK
Subject:        [EXTERNAL] Public Workshop with SAFCA & the Army Corp of Engineers at 
Elk's Lodge #6, 4/14/15

As part of these projects, neither SAFCA or the Army Corps should replace any 
of the nine fences that presently cross the levees in the Pocket areas. None 
of the fences are in compliance with their permits and most of the permits are 
not held by the present homeowners.  No government agency should be engaged in 
replacement of obstructions on the levee that are illegal and add to the 
danger of the flooding in the Pocket area.
James Geary
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From:   Maggie Beddow 
Sent:   Sunday, April 12, 2015 3:03 PM
To:     Baker, Anne E SPK
Subject:        [EXTERNAL] SAFCA public comment feedback

Hello Ms. Baker,

I am writing to provide SAFCA public comment on the upcoming levee project. As 
a resident of Sacramento and the Pocket community, I would like to strongly 
urge that the fences across the levee NOT not be replaced during this levee 
improvement as each one of those fences are illegal and/or are not properly 
permitted by SAFCA. Replacing the illegal fences will only further exacerbate 
community concerns about levee access, impartiality, and objectivity. With 
this new levee project, SAFCA has a perfect opportunity to not only save 
taxpayer dollars, but to also disengage in any activity that replaces illegal 
fences with more illegal fences. 

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Dr. Maggie Beddow, Pocket resident

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
M



file:///K|/...River%20GRR%20Environmental/Public%20Review/Comments%20Recieved/UAIC%20Email%20Comments%2017April15.txt[5/6/2015 10:51:46 AM]

From:   Marcos Guerrero 
Sent:   Thursday, April 16, 2015 4:00 PM
To:     Montag, Melissa L SPK; Erin.Brehmer@water.ca.gov; Baker, Anne E SPK
Cc:     Jason Camp; Danny Rey; TribalpreservationDG
Subject:        [EXTERNAL] DEIR/DEIS ARCF General Reevaluation Report, CVFPB

Hello All, please see UAICs comments to the DEIR ARCF General Reevaluation 
Report, CVFPB, Sacramento County, Ca. 

 

After an internal review of the project documentation the DEIR/DEIS for the 
Project has some significant deficiencies beyond those already noted. 

 

1. DEIR/DEIS does not appear to contact an Environmentally Preferred 
Alterative that is required under CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(2) and NEPA. The 
tribe would like to be allowed to microsite or get other design features 
incorporated to reduce the potential for direct cultural impacts.

2. UAIC left out of DEIR/DEIS analysis as Tribe, government or partner. There 
is no discussion of the Tribe/tribal values in areas of controversy, 
construction timing, project and alternatives screening criteria (i.e., a 
tribal burial mound avoidance alternative), environmental commitments for 
cultural resources, social effects, environmental justice or identified as a 
viewer group for visual impacts. The UAIC requests to be allowed to 
participate in the EIR analysis. 

 

4. On Alternatives, it appears that very little consideration was given to any 
others. The rationale for rejecting other design features and preservation in 
place falls short of what the Tribe considers a minimum level of effort. The 
Tribe requests a complete and full analysis of such preservation in place and 
avoidance alternatives as setback levees, and seepages and stability berms.

5. If the USACE/CVFPB materially revises any section of the DEIR/DEIS then the 
document should be recirculated. USACE/CVFPB shall evaluate, determine 
effects, and develop treatment before the project construction activities 
begin. The tribe does not consider data recovery appropriate which is in fact 
a negative effect and direct impact to the cultural resources. The DEIR/DEIS 
addresses solely scientific archeology, there is zero discussion regarding 
tribal cultural values, sanctified cemeteries, or cultural landscapes. Include 
a section on why preservation in place is a feasible alternative. DEIR/DEIS 
does not admit that human remains could be impacted and that state law would 
be followed.

6. The DEIR/DEIS also will any new sections on PG&E utility relocation be in 
the DEIR/DEIS? Especially of this work includes use of cranes, land leveling, 
poll removal and relocation, tree replanting and vegetation removal - all 
activities that could have significant impacts on cultural resources. 
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7. The cumulative impact section is wholly deficient and also contains 
improper analysis such as cultural resources are typically not subject to 
cumulative effects which is unsupported in CEQA/NEPA. Yet DEIR/DEIS then 
admits impacts are cumulatively significant but then offers no mitigation for 
that impact. Again, there is no mention of tribes or cultural landscapes, the 
latter is especially relevant when dealing with cumulative effects or effects 
across several phases or projects over wide geography.

8. Specific borrow and staging sites were not identified in the DEIR/DEIS.  

 

9. Will there be a section on Wetland delineation. 

 

10. will the project be avoiding FEMA land use restrictions and are barges 
included in the project - use of barges could help to reduce impacts on 
cultural resources?

11. Other interesting points, we would like to discuss are:

·         Admits no further federal action assumed, raises question of whether 
feds could assume the project without reopening the environmental review;

·         No analysis of vibration or compression effects on project on 
cultural resources;

·         No analysis of vegetation impacts that relate to native or cultural 
plants including those that might have been part of the burial mounds or part 
of the tribal cultural landscape;

·         Will there be conservation bank purchased for giant garter snake - 
why not for cultural landscape;

·         Please note that post approval technical studies are not okay;

·         No section in climate change discussing whether it makes sense to 
raise structure instead of hardening levees.

·         No text references to NPS Bulletin 38 (TCPs) or ACHP guidance on 
cultural landscapes, document takes a very stilted view of what Section 106 
means. We understand this may be in the DEIS, yet to be developed, but it 
would be good to include the important of place, setting, landscape, to the 
Tribe. 

·         NAHC not listed as a trustee agency.

 

We will also be submitting additional comments and would like to schedule a 
government to government meeting to discuss this project. 
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Marcos Guerrero, RPA

Cultural Resources Manager

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria

 

________________________________

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for 
purposes of the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-
Sign Act), 15, U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions 
Act of any state or the federal government unless a specific statement to the 
contrary is included in this e-mail.
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State of California - Natural Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

North Central Region

1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-4599

916-358-2900

www.wildlife.ca.gov

EDMUND G. BROWN JR.. Governor

CHARLTONH. BONHAM, Director

April 27, 2015

Erin Brehmer

Department of Water Resources

3464 El Camino Avenue Room 200

Sacramento, CA 95864

Subject: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT REPORT FOR THE AMERICAN RIVER COMMON FEATURES

PROJECT, SCH # 2005072046.

Dear Ms. Brehmer:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the draft

environmental impact statement/draft environmental impact report (DEIS/DEIR) from

the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board

regarding the American River Common Features Project (Project).

As a trustee for California's fish and wildlife resources, the Department has jurisdiction

over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and

habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species (Fish & G.

Code, § 1802). The Department may also act as a Responsible Agency (Cal. Code

Regs., § 21069) for a project where it has discretionary approval power under the

California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.) and the

Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) Program (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.). The

Department also administers the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA), Natural

Community Conservation Program (NCCP), and other provisions of the Fish and Game

Code that afford protection to California's fish and wildlife resources.

The Department offers the following comments and recommendations for this Project in

our role as a trustee and responsible agency pursuant to the California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS

The Project intends to reduce the overall flood risk within the city of Sacramento and

surrounding areas. The DEISNDEIR identifies three alternatives, the No Action

Alternative, Alternative 1 Improve Levees, and Alternative 2 Improve Levees and Widen

the Sacramento Weir and Bypass (Tentatively Selected Plan).

Alternative 1 involves the construction of fix-in-place levee remediation measures to

address seepage, slope stability, erosion, and overtopping concerns identified for the

Conserving California's WiCddfe Since 1870
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Army Corp of Engineers/Central Valley Flood Protection Board

April 27, 2015

Page 2 of 7

American and Sacramento River, Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, Arcade,

Dry/Robla, and Magpie Creek levees. A vegetation variance would be sought to allow

for vegetation to remain on the lower portion of the waterside levee slope.

Alternative 2 would include all of the levee improvements discussed in Alternative 1,

except levee raises along the Sacramento River would be included to a lesser extent.

Instead of the full extent of levee raises, the Sacramento Weir and Bypass would be

widened to divert more flows into the Yolo Bypass. The levees along the American

River, NEMDC, Arcade, Dry/Robla, and Magpie Creek, would be improved to address

identified seepage, stability, erosion, and height concerns. The levees along the

Sacramento River would be improved to address identified seepage, stability, and

erosion concerns. A small amount of levee raising would be required on the Sacramento

River. Due to environmental, real estate, and hydraulic constraints within the study area,

the majority of the levees would be fixed in place.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The final environmental document should include a complete assessment of the existing

biological conditions within the Project area including but not limited to the type, quantity

and locations of the habitats, flora and fauna. Adequate mapping and information

regarding the survey efforts should be included within the document. The DEIS\DEIR

only identifies impacts to riparian habitat. The environmental document needs to clarify

what type of riparian habitats will be impacted by the proposed Project. The Department

recommends the use of A Manual of California Vegetation 2nd Edition (Sawyer and

Keeler-Wolf 1995, and Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf and Evens 2009).

To identify a correct environmental baseline, the final EIS/EIR should include a complete

and current assessment of the habitats, flora, and fauna within the Project area. The

DEIS\DEIR lacks analysis of other sensitive species, and locally unique species such as

but not limited to white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia),

Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii), purple martin (Progne subis), Sanford's arrowhead

{Sagittaria sanfordii), woolly rose-mallow (Hibiscus lasiocarpos).

CEQA guidelines Section 15125, subdivision (c) requires lead agencies to provide

special emphasis to sensitive habitats and any biological resources that are rare or

unique to the area.

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Sensitive Species and Habitats

The final EIS/EIR should include an impact analysis to other sensitive species as

identified in the Environmental Setting Section that could be present within the Project

limits and could be impacted by the proposed Project. Avoidance, minimization, and/or

mitigation measures should be proposed if any potential significant impacts to other

sensitive species and/or their habitats are identified. The Department recommends that
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maps showing the different habitats and the Project impacts are included in the final

environmental document.

Fisheries

The Department is concerned that Project impacts caused by widening the Sacramento

Weir and Bypass are not fully analyzed in the DEIS/DEIR. An impact analysis with

respect to the potential entrainment of adult and juvenile listed fish species should be

included in the environmental document. The DEIS/DEIR should analyze how listed fish

species are able to egress out of the Sacramento Bypass to continue their migration

once entrained. This is especially important since the document does not include any

activities that could reduce the entrainment potential within the Sacramento Bypass.

The operation of the weir directly alters juvenile salmonid emigration routes. Juvenile

salmonids have access to the Sutter bypass when the Sacramento bypass is active,

increasing the length of the Sacramento Bypass weir will provide a greater chance of

juvenile entrainment in both bypasses. While it is shown that some salmonids may use

the bypasses to rear when given access (wet years), some juvenile salmon become

trapped in swales within the bypasses when flows recede. The Department frequently

performs fish rescue activities within the Project area where sturgeon and salmon

species are relocated from swales and depressions present within the Project vicinity.

The Department recommends that the proposed Project include activities to eliminate

swales and depressions that could strand and isolate fish species within the

Sacramento Bypass. Any areas that may be flooded as a result of this Project should be

designed in a way that the area will drain completely to avoid the creation of predatory

fish habitat.

The Department is concerned about placing rock boulders at erosion sites along the

Sacramento and American Rivers. Rock boulders constitute good habitat for predatory

fish species that prey on juvenile listed species. The EIS/EIR should analyze potential

impacts caused by the installation of rock boulders within the wetted portions of the

levees. Additional avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures should be

proposed if these impacts are deemed significant.

The DEIS/DEIR states that the ACOE will request a vegetation variance so the

waterside vegetation on the lower one-third of the waterside of the levee will be

protected along American and Sacramento Rivers. The Department recommends that

the EIS/EIR describe what would occur if the variances are not obtained.

The Department recommends that the EIS/EIR includes specific mitigation measures to

offset the proposed Project long term effects to listed fish species. The Department

recommends that filling existing swales within the Sacramento Bypass is included in the

DEIS/DEIR as a potential mitigation measure to offset long term effects to listed fish

species.
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Sacramento Weir and Bypass

The DEIS/DEIR states that the expansion of the Sacramento Weir will impact rice fields

and canals. There is no rice grown in the 1,550 feet footprint north of the bypass levee

only dryland annual row crops in this area. Please revise the document accordingly. The

Department recommends that the new area that will be added to the Sacramento

Bypass is incorporated to the existing wildlife area to enhance recreational activities and

to provide a consistent land management of the Sacramento Bypass.

The Sacramento Bypass Wildlife area is a great asset to the public and gets over 1,500

user days per year. It is very important that the recreation opportunities are not affected

by the Project. If impacts to recreational wildlife viewing, hunting, and fishing aspects

are determined significant additional mitigation is required. Please contact the

Department to develop specific measures to ensure that recreation activities are not

impacted by the Project. If the main parking lot located at the north levee of the

Sacramento Bypass will be impacted by the Project, alternative public parking should be

proposed on the new north levee to enhance parking and public access to the area.

Major hunting seasons and high use days expand from September 1st until January 31st.
The Department recommends that construction around the Sacramento Bypass should

avoid this timeframe as much as possible. In addition to this, turkey hunting season

starts in mid-March and extends until May.

The final environmental document should include specific information regarding what

activities will occur within the over 300 acres that will be impacted by the widening of the

weir. The canals constitute a valuable habitat for species like giant garter snake (GGS)

(Thamnophis gigas) and potential Project related impacts should be disclosed in the

final environmental document. The Department is concerned that leaving land that will

only be flooded sporadically will promote the introduction of invasive species in the

area. The EIS\EIR should include specific impact analysis and proposed additional

avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures to offset these impacts.

The Department recommends that any depressions created by the Project within the

land that will be added to the Sacramento bypass should be filled to avoid listed fish

entrainment. The new area that will be added to the bypass should be sloped to the

south to allow fish to find the toe drain when flows subside in the bypass.

The DEIR should include additional information about the future north levee within the

Sacramento Bypass to better analyze any impacts to listed species from the Project

action. The Biological Assessment (BA) also identifies a hazardous, toxic, and

radiological waste site near the existing north levee. The environmental document

should include an impact analysis of the remediation activities that will be conducted as

part of the Project.
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Borrow sites

Figure 2 of the BA shows potential for borrow sites in the Yolo Bypass. There is a

potential for environmental damage to the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area (YBWA) as a

borrow site. The EIS\EIR should include information about the borrow sites and analyze

the potential impacts caused by the borrow sites. Additional avoidance, minimization,

and/or mitigation measures may be required to offset borrow sites impacts. These

borrow sites could be in conflict with requirements for the 2009 National Marine

Fisheries Service Operational Criteria and Plan Biological Opinion for the Yolo Bypass.

The BA also states that the "borrow sites would be returned to their existing use

whenever possible, or these lands could be used to mitigate for Project impacts, if

appropriate." The EIS/EIR needs to include information of the existing condition in the

proposed borrow sites and proposed specific mitigation measures. Restored borrow site

habitat should not count as mitigation for riparian habitat removed during Project

operations.

Borrow sites should not occur along side of levees, in river channels, flood plains or

bypass areas. As water recedes after flood events, all fish species are subject to

becoming entrained in borrow pits.

The Department also has the following specific comments:

DEIS/DEIR

1. Page, 61, Section 3.3.1: The DEIS\DEIR should include that the Sacramento

Bypass is operated by the Department as a Wildlife Area and provides access to

the public.

2. Page 102, Section 3.6.1: Please replace "Refuge" with "Area". Please change the

word throughout the document. If the additional land incorporated to the

Sacramento Bypass becomes open space it could potentially create difficulties

managing the properties cohesively with the Sacramento bypass since similar

habitats would get different land designation.

3. Page 109, Section 3.7.1: It is unknown if most juvenile fish emigrate from the

Sacramento Bypass after it spills. Please clarify what analysis or studies have

been conducted to confirm that most fish move out of the Sacramento Bypass

prior to drying up. Additionally, in spring of 2011, a total of 25 adult green

sturgeons and 20 adult white sturgeons were rescued from Fremont Weir and

several swales within the Yolo Bypass. The DEIS/DEIR should include and /or

reference the assurances and analysis that was conducted to show that survival

of both juvenile and adult listed species will not be jeopardized with the Project.

4. Page 114, Section 3.7.5: The Knaggs Ranch study utilized hatchery origin fish in

a controlled setting. Though they experienced considerable growth, there is no
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mention as to what the mortality rate was for the fish. Furthermore, there is no

assurance as to how the fish can egress from the Yolo Bypass to reach the

Delta. Widening the Sacramento Bypass will only create additional floodplain

during periods when high flow conditions exist; however, the DEIS/DEIR does

not indicate how these fish can leave the floodplain during these high flow

conditions. It is very important that the Project is designed in a way that will allow

listed fish to migrate from floodplains to the Delta. These activities should be

identified and analyzed in the environmental document.

5. Page 115, Section 3.7.6: Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures.

Section 3.3.6 should be Section 3.7.6. The proposed construction window is

incorrect. Adult Chinook salmon spawning in the lower American River spans

from October through December with peak spawning occurring mid-November.

The Department recommends that the construction period avoid peak spawning.

Appendix G Draft Biological Assessment

6. Page 20, Section 2.2.3: The planting berm should be constructed in a way to

prevent any stranding of juvenile listed species as the water recedes.

7. Page 33, Section 2.5.1: The BA should include the citations for the compensation

time periods included in this section.

8. Page 47, Section 3.3.1: The life history subsection includes information about

juvenile Chinook salmon outmigration past Red Bluff Diversion Dam. The

construction site is located up to 200 miles from the diversion dam. The

document needs to identify when juvenile outmigration occurs at the construction

sites near Sacramento in order to identify any impacts to listed species. Data

collected by the Department in the Sacramento River near Knights Landing

suggests that juvenile saimonids (federally listed endangered winter-run Chinook

salmon) are present in October in the Sacramento River. The study cited in this

section, Sommer et al. (2001), found high growth and survival rates for fall-run

Chinook salmon and not winter-run. Please note that juveniles may rear on

inundated floodplains during high flow events when they occur although survival

is not fully understood due to isolation and stranding in swales and from farm

road crossings.

9. Page 66, Section 4.2.2: It should be noted that although all four runs of Chinook

salmon may enter the Yolo Bypass during intermittent high winter and spring

floods, survival is not fully understood due to stranding and isolation in swales

and between farm road crossings within the bypass.

10. Page 66, section 4.2.3: It should be noted that although green sturgeon can

inhabit the Sacramento Bypass, when flooded, survival is not fully understood

due to isolation and stranding in swales and at farm road crossings.

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
P-22

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
(Cont.)

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
P-23

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
P-24

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
P-25

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
P-26

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
P-27

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
P-28



Army Corp of Engineers/Central Valley Flood Protection Board

April 27, 2015

Page 7 of 7

11. Page 79, Section 5.2.1: The Juvenile Rearing and Migration section states that

juvenile winter run Chinook salmon moving downstream peaks at Red Bluff in

September and October and continues until mid-March in drier years. This

section should include what the peak observation of winter-run are at the

construction site. Because downstream migration may be triggered by storm

events, winter-run Chinook salmon may be in the vicinity of the proposed

construction site in greater numbers than foreseen and could negatively impact

the winter-run. This is similar for juvenile spring-run Chinook salmon, specifically

for those that migrate as yearlings (October through March).

12. Page 79, Section 5.2.1: Figures 11-14: This Section of the environmental

document states that riparian vegetation within a levee can be restored to a level

that could benefit Chinook salmon within 5 years. Please clarify if sampling

occurred at these sites to verify if juvenile Chinook salmon were utilizing these

areas for rearing. The Department recommends that monitoring be done at these

sites to verify their utility in providing a positive effect.

Please note that when acting as a responsible agency, CEQA guidelines Section 15096,

subdivision (f) requires the Department to consider the CEQA environmental document

prepared by the lead agency prior to reaching a decision on the Project. Addressing the

Department's comments and disclosing potential Project impacts on CESA-listed

species in any river, lake, or stream, and provide adequate avoidance, minimization,

mitigation, monitoring and reporting measures; will assist the Department with the

consideration of the DEIR and reduce potential delays when issuing an Incidental Take

Permit under CESA and/or an LSA Agreement.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS/DEIR for the Project. If you have

any questions regarding these comments please contact please contact Juan Lopez

Torres at (916) 358-2951 or Juan.Torres@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sine

Regior/Manager

ec: Jeff Drongesen

Isabel Baer

Juan Lopez Torres

Michael Healey

Josh Bush

Chris McKibben

Department of Fish and Wildlife
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Pacific Southwest Region 
333 Bush Street, Suite 515 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

IN REPLY REFER: 
(ER 15/0183) 
 
Filed Electronically  
 
4 May 2015 
 
Ms Anne Baker  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,  
Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

 
Subject:  Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIS/EIR) for the American River Watershed Common Features General 
Reevaluation Report. 

Dear Ms. Baker: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/EIR) for the American River Watershed 
Common Features General Reevaluation Report. 
 
We have the following comments to assist your preparation of the Final EIS. 
 
The National Park Service’s (NPS)’s primary interest in the proposed project relates to its 
potential impact on the Lower American River.  The Lower American River is a designated 
National Wild and Scenic River (WSR) and is also included in the California State Wild and 
Scenic River program.   
 
NPS is the federal river administering agency for the Lower American River and, as such, is the 
reviewing authority for “water resource projects” proposed within the WSR boundary.  This 
boundary extends ¼ mile from the ordinary high water mark on either side of the river.  The 
proposed projects, irrespective of the final selected alternative, clearly meet this standard.   
 
In its role to oversee the protection and enhancement of the Lower American River, NPS 
considers the impacts of water resource projects on free flow, water quality, and outstanding 
remarkable values (ORV).  The ORVs for the Lower American River are fish (anadromous 
species) and recreation. 
  
The American River Common Features (ARCF) Project impacts both banks of the Lower 
American River for some 12 miles upstream from the river’s confluence with the Sacramento 
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River.  Erosion of the Lower American River levees has been a problem for decades and NPS 
has reviewed previous levee expansion and improvement projects on the Lower American River 
where similar vegetation removal has taken place.  We have weighed in on the impacts of 
various levee stabilization and improvement projects through the years.   
 
Generally, we support the selection of Alternative 2, which decreases erosion while improving 
the levees’ stability with the construction of bank protection and launchable rock trench.  We 
should note that, as affects the Lower American River, the protections afforded under Alternative 
1 are generally the same as those under Alternative 2 (which includes the Sacramento Weir and 
Bypass widening), so either alternative may have been acceptable. 
 
We note that riparian vegetation along the Lower American River is classified as “valuable 
shaded riverine aquatic habitat” for the federally listed (anadromous) fish species which form the 
basis for one of the River’s outstandingly remarkable values and its original designation as a 
National WSR.  We further note that Alternative 2 limits negative impacts to the shaded riverine 
aquatic habitat with the riparian zone to a “single construction season”, while acknowledging 
indirect effects to the habitat due to vegetation removal and more direct effects due to placement 
of rock at bank protection sites.   
 
However we are aware of the protracted nature of the construction period common in this region, 
and recommend that the duration of time that constitutes a “season” be specified.  
  
We are pleased to note that the ARCF project is receiving consultation with the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) per Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  We generally defer to 
NMFS for biological determinations on projects’ effect on anadromous fish.  We assume that 
NMFS’s assessment will address our concerns for impact on fish, regardless of which alternative 
is ultimately adopted.  
  
We note that there has been a history of controversy and considerable concern regarding this, and 
past, projects’ effect on recreation, another ORV for which the Lower American River was 
designated as a WSR.  One important component of this ORV, the Jedediah Smith Recreation 
Trail which lies within the American River Parkway, extends throughout the 12 mile affected 
area of the ARCF project.   
 
Recreational activities take place throughout the Parkway, including the bulk of actual access to 
the river which occurs between the levees and the bed and banks of the River.  According to the 
Report, Alternative 2 will result in temporary closure of the Parkway during construction 
including the bike and hiking trails, boat launches, and other river access sites.  This is deemed to 
be significant effect.  Notification and coordination with users and user groups and traffic control 
around construction areas are noted as mitigations.   
 
NPS strongly urges that these mitigation steps (which include signage, detours, flaggers, and 
fencing) be strictly adhered to in view of the large population that uses the Parkway.  While no 
cumulative effect to recreation is cited, we are again concerned about the length of the 
construction “season”, accordingly public notice should be provided throughout the entire 
recreational use period. 
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A large part of the recreational experience includes the aesthetic quality of visual resources along 
the American River Parkway and from the vantage of the river itself.  We note that, here again, 
the effect is substantial in that vegetation loss or construction along the Parkway will disrupt the 
existing riverside visual conditions.  We recommend that all contractors associated with the 
project adhere to best management practices (including replanting of displaced trees and 
reseeding with native grasses) in the course of construction to limit this disruption. 
  
§3.14.1 Recreation, Environmental Setting  The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Public 
Law 90542; 16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.) should be specifically cited. 
  
§6.3 Coordination With Other Federal, State, and Local Agencies  This section should also 
emphasize consultation and coordination with NPS.  Again, as the federal administering agency 
for the Lower American River, NPS should be consulted regarding consistency of the ARCF 
projects with the WSR Act.   
 
Almost the entire project lies within the ¼ mile boundary of the Lower American WSR and, 
based on the specific location of areas affected by construction on the levees, many elements of 
the project will have at least an indirect effect on the ORVs and water quality.  As an example, 
activities associated with bank stabilization may cause excessive turbidity which, however 
temporary, has a negative effect on water quality. 
  
Ultimately, NPS is obligated to assess the potential effects of any proposed project on the Lower 
American River as they pertain to consistency with the WSR Act.  Therefore, we appreciate the 
opportunity to review the Draft EIS for the American River Watershed Common Features 
General Reevaluation Report and provide these comments.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 
 
 
cc: OEPC Staff Contact: Lisa Treichel, (202) 2087116, Lisa_Treichel@ios.doi.gov 

NPS Staff Contact: Barbara Rice, (415) 6232320, Barbara_Rice@nps.gov 
NPS NEPA Contact: Alan Schmierer, (415) 6232315, Alan_Schmierer@nps.gov 
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Department of Transportation 
Michael J. Penrose, Director 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

County of Sacramento 

Divisions 
Administration 

Maintenance & Operations 
Engineering & Design 

 

 
May 1, 2015 

 
Ms. Anne Baker  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Anne.E.Baker@usace.army.mil 
 
Erin Brehmer 
Department of Water Resources 
3464 El Camino Avenue Room 200 
Sacramento, CA 95821 
erin.brehmer@water.ca.gov 
 

SUBJECT:  COMMENTS ON NOTICE OF AVALIABLITY (NOA) OF DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) AND GENERAL REEVALAUTION 
REPORT (GRR) FOR AMERICAN RIVER COMMONS. 

 
Dear Ms. Baker and Ms. Brehmer: 
 
The Sacramento County Department of Transportation (SACDOT) has reviewed the NOA of the 
DEIR and GRR for American River Commons, dated March 2015. We appreciate the 
opportunity to review this document. We have following comments to offer: 
 

1. General.  The proposed levee improvements require the transport of approximately one 
million yards of soil and nearly three million tons of rock over Sacramento County roads 
to various levee sites within Sacramento County.  The high volume of trucks and heavy 
weight associated with these trucks will significantly degrade affected County roadways 
and shorten the life of these haul roads.  Due to the roadway impacts site specific 
studies should be done for each levee improvement area.  The study should contain 
detailed truck traffic information including haul routes, haul volumes per truck (soil and 
rock), associated haul truck types, number and frequency of trucks, proposed hauling 
hours, and associated roadway traffic volumes.  Based on the results of the project 
specific reports, the project applicant should provide to Sacramento County a summary 
of the roadway impacts and proposed remediation efforts that will be undertaken by the 
project sponsor to account for County roadway degradation and damage.   
 

2. General.  Please coordinate with the SACDOT staff in implementing the Traffic Safety 
and Control Plan for construction related truck traffic and any bike trail and/or roadway 
closures.   

  

 

827 7th Street, Suite 304  •  Sacramento, California 95814  •  phone (916) 874-6291  •  fax (916) 874-7831  •  www.saccounty.net 
 

mailto:erin.brehmer@water.ca.gov
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If you have any questions please call me at (916) 875-2844. 
 

Sincerely,  
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Kamal Atwal, P.E.  
Associate Transportation Engineer 
Department of Transportation 

 
KA/mp 
 
c:  Matt Darrow, DOT 
 Dean Blank, DOT 
        



777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908 

916/874-4800 ▪ 916/874-4899 fax 

www.airquality.org 

 

    
 

May 4, 2015 

 

   

 

 

Ms. Anne Baker     Ms. Erin Brehmer 

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers    California Department of Water Resources 

Sacramento District     3464 El Camino Avenue, Room 200 

1325 J Street      Sacramento, CA  95821 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

 

American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (SAC201301442) 

 

Dear Ms. Baker and Ms. Brehmer: 

 

Thank you for providing the draft EIS/EIR for the American River Common Features (ARCF) 

General Reevaluation Report to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

(SMAQMD) for review.  SMAQMD staff comments on the air quality and climate change 

sections of the draft EIS/EIR follow. 

 

1. Clarify which model year on-road haul trucks will be used for the project, 2007 and 

newer or 2010 and newer (pages 188, 190, 196, 199 and Appendix D).  

2. The emissions discussion for Alternative 2 refers to Tables 30 and 31, the emissions 

estimates for Alternative 1 (page 198).  Since the two alternatives would result in 

different emissions due to expansion of the Sacramento Weir in Yolo County and 

reduction of levee work in Sacramento County, separate emissions tables should be 

provided for Alternative 2. 

3. Requiring contractors to do particulate matter “dispersion” modeling prior to starting 

construction is not generally recommended (page 201).  Emissions modeling conducted 

for the project assumes construction would disturb approximately 7 acres/day, which is 

below the 15 acres/day level that triggers dispersion modeling (Appendix D).  

SMAQMD’s recommended fugitive dust control mitigation measures (basic and 

enhanced) are included in the project, therefore additional dispersion modeling is not 

necessary. 

4. Clarify  which mitigation measure is being required for off-road equipment, Tier 4 

standards or SMAQMD’s enhanced exhaust controls (20% NOx and 45% PM reduction) 

(pages 188 and 202).  Is the mitigation for Alternative 1 different from Alternative 2? 

5. Clarify that SMAQMD adopted GHG significance thresholds in October 2014 that can be 

used in subsequent environmental analyses for ARCF projects (page 212). 

Larry Greene 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER 

http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/GHGTOSAdoptionBoardResolutionSigned20141023.pdf
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Ms. Baker and Ms. Brehmer 

American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report Draft EIS/EIR 

May 4, 2015 

Page 2 

 

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908 

916/874-4800 ▪ 916/874-4899 fax 

www.airquality.org 

 

6. Although greenhouse gas emissions were analyzed and determined to be less than 

significant, a list of measures were included that “may be considered to lower GHG” 

emissions during construction including the purchase of offsets for GHG emissions that 

exceed future significance thresholds (page 215).  Since the SMAQMD has an adopted 

construction threshold for GHG emissions and this document already referenced the 

10,000 metric ton Bay Area threshold, all reference to a 7,000 metric ton presumptive 

threshold should be removed from the measure. 

7. Appendix D references Tables 1a and 1b, which don’t appear to be included in the 

document. 

8. All projects are subject to applicable SMAQMD rules in affect at the time of 

construction.  A list of the most common rules that apply to construction projects is 

attached for your convenience.  SMAQMD rules can be obtained on the SMAQMD’s 

webpage: www.airquality.org. 

 

If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact me at (916) 874-4881 or 

khuss@airquality.org.  I look forwarding to receiving the final EIS/EIR. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Karen Huss 

Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst 

 

Attachment 

 

Cc:   Larry Robinson, SMAQMD 

http://www.airquality.org/
mailto:khuss@airquality.org
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Ms. Baker and Ms. Brehmer 

American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report Draft EIS/EIR 

May 4, 2015 

Page 3 

 

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908 

916/874-4800 ▪ 916/874-4899 fax 

www.airquality.org 

 

ATTACHMENT - SMAQMD Rules & Regulations Statement (revised 3/12) 

 

The following statement is recommended as standard condition of approval or construction document 

language for all development projects within the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 

District (SMAQMD):   

 

All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules in effect at the time of construction.  A complete listing of 

current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by calling 916.874.4800.  Specific rules that may relate 

to construction activities or building design may include, but are not limited to: 

 

Rule 201: General Permit Requirements.  Any project that includes the use of equipment capable of 

releasing emissions to the atmosphere may require permit(s) from SMAQMD prior to equipment 

operation.  The applicant, developer, or operator of a project that includes an emergency generator, boiler, 

or heater should contact the SMAQMD early to determine if a permit is required, and to begin the permit 

application process.  Portable construction equipment (e.g. generators, compressors, pile drivers, lighting 

equipment, etc.) with an internal combustion engine over 50 horsepower are required to have a 

SMAQMD permit or a California Air Resources Board portable equipment registration.  Other general 

types of uses that require a permit include, but are not limited to dry cleaners, gasoline stations, spray 

booths, and operations that generate airborne particulate emissions. 
 

Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The developer or contractor is required to control dust emissions from earth 

moving activities, storage or any other construction activity to prevent airborne dust from leaving the 

project site. 
 

Rule 414: Water Heaters, Boilers and Process Heaters Rated Less Than 1,000,000 BTU PER Hour. 

The developer or contractor is required to install water heaters (including residence water heaters), boilers 

or process heaters that comply with the emission limits specified in the rule. 
 

Rule 417: Wood Burning Appliances.  This rule prohibits the installation of any new, permanently 

installed, indoor or outdoor, uncontrolled fireplaces in new or existing developments. 
 

Rule 442: Architectural Coatings.  The developer or contractor is required to use coatings that comply 

with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the rule. 
 

Rule 460: Adhesives and Sealants. The developer or contractor is required to use adhesives and sealants 

that comply with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the rule. 
 

Rule 902: Asbestos.  The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of any regulated 

renovation or demolition activity.  Rule 902 contains specific requirements for surveying, notification, 

removal, and disposal of asbestos containing material. 
 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos:  The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of earth 

moving projects, greater than 1 acre in size in areas “Moderately Likely to Contain Asbestos” within 

eastern Sacramento County.  Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measures, Section 93105 & 93106 contain 

specific requirements for surveying, notification, and handling soil that contains naturally occurring 

asbestos. 

http://www.airquality.org/
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Address:	  	  1220	  Smith	  Court,	  Dixon,	  CA	  95620	   	   Phone:	  916-‐637-‐9717	  

 
4 May 2015 
 
Anne Baker 
Department of the Army 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 
 
Re: ARCF Draft EIR/EIS Comments  
 
Dear Ms. Baker, 
 
I reviewed the Cultural Resources Section in light of recent discoveries along the 
Feather River levees during degrading operations in preparation for improvements 
to address levee deficiencies.  It is my understanding that the Sutter Buttes Flood 
Control Agency encountered nine buried American Indian midden sites within a 
nine-mile stretch in Butte County alone, some including human burials.  Cultural 
deposits ranged anywhere from 9 to 18 feet below levee grade.  
 
Historically, sites along the river were situated on high ground (the natural levees) 
in the form of mounds.  As such, it stands to reason that when Euro-Americans 
began raising these embankments to combat floods, archaeological sites were 
incorporated, if possible, to save on the cost of construction efforts. Such early 
improvements to natural levees were then subsequently raised, enlarged, and 
bolstered with slope stability berms, essentially covering over any evidence 
pointing to the existence of cultural resource today. 
 
My concern is that some sites within the ARCF study area are likely to have 
remained unidentified during this initial stage of the Section 106 process, given that 
investigations were restricted to surface observations.  Mitigation Measure CR-3, 
Archaeological Monitoring, while addressing the possibility for undiscovered 
resources, essentially serves to defer the identification effort.  Unfortunately, post-
review discoveries occur during critical construction operations when it is too late 
to treat them properly and delays can be ill-afforded.  I am not suggesting this 
mitigation measure be removed… only that, in addition, subsurface investigations 
be required to ensure that sites are found prior to construction when it is still 
possible to avoid or limit impacts. This proactive approach can be achieved through 
geophysical survey and ground-truthing. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kim Tremaine 
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Address:	  	  1220	  Smith	  Court,	  Dixon,	  CA	  95620	   	   Phone:	  916-‐637-‐9717	  

 
4 May 2015 
 
Anne Baker 
Department of the Army 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 
 
Re: ARCF Draft GRR Comments  
 
Dear Ms. Baker, 
 
I have reviewed portions of the Draft GRR related to Geotechnical Risk Analysis.  
It focused on three failure modes taking into account existing base conditions 
revealed through a methodology heavily dependent upon limited bore log data.  
From this, strengths and weaknesses of various reaches were calculated and 
prioritized. As one of the Independent External Peer reviewers in 2009 commented, 
the methods used faithfully followed USACE guidance in ETL 1110-2-547 and 
ETL-1110-2-556.  It was, at that time, a sufficient level of analysis.  In the interim, 
however, the National Levee Safety Program has been reevaluating their guidance 
and is now advocating Total Conditional Performance Analysis (i.e., the combined 
probability of all failure modes). Does the USACE plan to require the analysis be 
updated accordingly? 
 
DWR, in a state-led effort to improve levee safety through new urban levee design 
criteria, now recognizes that urban areas are more likely to contain numerous 
associated embedded deteriorating features related to infrastructure and flood 
defenses that are potentially 100 years or older.  As such, they recommend civil 
engineers use or conduct land-based continuous levee crown geophysical methods 
to assess the levee material and the upper 20 feet of foundation materials to identify 
unknown penetrations in an effort to meet the urban level of flood protection 
(Section 7.13 of their 2012 guidance). This is because aging penetrations, under 
certain load conditions, can result in transient and progressive interior damages, 
leading to localized instabilities and piping (recognized as the prime failure 
mechanism for almost all levee systems).  Does the USACE plan to require an 
update of existing conditions to included fine-grained geophysical data to reduce 
uncertainty in performance risk assessments? 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kim Tremaine 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA – NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY                                              EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 
      
DELTA PROTECTION COMMISSION  
2101 Stone Blvd., Suite 210  
West Sacramento, CA  95691  
Phone (916) 375-4800 / FAX (916) 376-3962  
Home Page:  www.delta.ca.gov 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Contra Costa County Board of  
 Supervisors 
 
 
 
Sacramento County Board of  
 Supervisors 
 
 
 
San Joaquin County Board of  
 Supervisors 
 
 
 
Solano County Board of  
 Supervisors 
 
 
 
Yolo County Board of  
 Supervisors 
 
 
 
Cities of Contra Costa and 
 Solano Counties 
 
 
 
Cities of Sacramento and 
  Yolo Counties 
 
 
 
Cities of San Joaquin County 
 
 
 
Central Delta Reclamation  
Districts 
 
 
 
North Delta Reclamation Districts 
 
 
 
South Delta Reclamation Districts 
 
 
 
CA State Transportation Agency 
 
 
 
CA Department of Food and  
 Agriculture   
 
 
 
CA Natural Resources Agency 
 
 
 
CA State Lands Commission 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

May 4, 2015 
 
Anne Baker 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Erin Brehmer 
Department of Water Resources 
3464 El Camino Avenue, Room 200 
Sacramento, CA 95821 
 
Re:  American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 
2005072046) 

 
Dear Ms. Baker and Ms. Brehmer: 
 
Thank you for providing the Delta Protection Commission (Commission) the 
opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 
Impact Report for the American River Common Features General Reevaluation 
Report Project (Project). 
 
The Commission is charged with ensuring orderly, balanced conservation and 
development of Delta land resources and improved flood protection.  Proposed 
local government projects within the Primary Zone of the Legal Delta must be 
consistent with the Commission’s Land Use and Resource Management Plan 
(LURMP). The Commission also provides comments on proposed projects in the 
Secondary Zone that have the potential to affect the resources of the Primary 
Zone. Portions of the Project are located within the Primary and Secondary 
Zones of the Legal Delta. 
 
Proposed USACE and CVFPB actions are not subject to consistency requirements 
with the LURMP since the Project is sponsored by a federal and state agency.  
However, the Commission reviewed the EIS/EIR for possible impacts on the 
resources of the Primary Zone. We find that the Project provides necessary 
improvements to the Delta’s levees and flood management system that 
promote the protection of life and property. We urge the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB), and 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency to minimize potential impacts to 
aesthetic, biological, cultural, and recreational resources where feasible. 
 
In addition, the Great California Delta Trail Act (Chapter 839, statutes of 2006) 
directed the Commission to develop and adopt a plan and implementation 
program for a continuous regional recreational corridor extending throughout 
the five Delta Counties linking to the San Francisco Bay Trail and Sacramento 
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Joseph E. O’Connor Jr. 
 

 
          14 May 2015 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Subject: Draft Report, American River Watershed, Common Features, General Reevaluation 
Report, March 2015 
 
I am submitting a response to the subject Draft Report for consideration regarding overtopping 
concerns at the east end of the south-side of the American River levee.  More specifically, it’s 
the east end of the levee section known as the Mayhew Levee.  When the entire Mayhew levee 
section was raised and upgraded it was noted that it did not tie into high ground at the east end, 
but instead left nearly a two-foot gap between the high levee top and lower adjacent ground to 
the rear where rising river water could prematurely pass.  Members of our community, including 
myself, reported this to the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency and the Corps of Engineers 
and requested a repair.   
 
This past November, the Corps of Engineers completed what they considered a repair; however, 
this minor repair, while reducing some of the shortfall, still falls short of tying the east end into 
high ground equal to the levee top.  To address the shortfall in an emergency, the Corps of 
Engineers has introduced a plan involving adding a wall of sandbags to fill the low area around 
the rear of the levee’s east end.  This would involve removing homeowner fences and building 
the sandbag wall across back yards.  In such a dire emergency, flood control officials shouldn’t 
be concerning themselves with something that’s so easy to fix long before hand.  The east end of 
the Mayhew Levee should tie into high ground equal to the top of the levee.  A project to do this 
should be added to this General Reevaluation Report.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joseph E. O’Connor Jr. 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District May 18, 2015
Attention: Ms Anne Baker
1325 J Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
and Central Valley Flood Protection Board
c/o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: American River Watershed, Common Features, General Reevaluation Report, 
Draft Report, March 2015.

This was an important document to read, with the key new element to the traditional
Common Features Project, the expansion of the Sacramento River bypass, apparently
well supported in the tentatively selected alternative. The other new elements,
additional work on tributaries to the Natomas East Main Drain, was somewhat
surprising, but this should have been expected since private-citizen forums for
reviewing the detailed work of this lengthy draft General Reevaluation Report (GRR or
Report) before the release of the draft GRR have been somewhat limited.

Regrettably, the short comment period for this GRR limits the scope of these comments.
But before going to the meat of our comments on the Report, we’d like to highlight an
important issue:

The GRR does and should recognize that bank protection and other land and river-edge
and riparian-forest disturbing projects within the American River Parkway are of
significant concern to the public. The GRR suggests that the project sponsors will work
to address these concerns. However, the new Corps feasibility review process for
submitting to Congress for authorization does not develop enough site-specific project
detail for the public to engage effectively at this level of project characterization. The
public and the authorizing bodies (including the Congress) are being asked to trust
project sponsors that the final as-constructed projects will be good ones for the Parkway
as well as community safety. An argument can be made that this trust has been earned.
Perhaps this is correct. Perhaps not.

In these circumstances, assurances that the project sponsors can make that they will
abide by relevant laws protecting the American River Parkway and wild & scenic river
are important. We hope that you take our specific suggestions seriously. Accepting them
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Friends of the River and Save the American River Association, Habitat 2020
Comments on Common Features draft GRR Page 2

may or may not require recirculation, but the Final GRR needs to successfully address
the deficiencies of the draft.

Our comments here address a few themes: (1) Let’s get the history of the Sacramento
River Basin and area floodwater-management projects right. These documents live on,
so it’s important to write carefully and communicate accurately at all the important
levels. To do so, let’s meet to discuss our offered comments. We want to avoid misunder-
standings so that your responses to comments are on target. Don’t bury any needed
corrections to the GRR in the Response to Comments appendixes. We want to make
sure if you don’t get the words right in the draft Report, get them right in the final
Report that people actually will read in the future (2) Make sure that you don’t ignore or
downplay your environmental responsibilities. Make it clear what they are, and tell us
that you will abide by them.

These comments cannot contain sufficient expert subject matter comments on the
reach-by-reach vulnerability of river and creek levees affected by the project, or the
project designs to avoid or robustly mitigate adverse impacts, as much as we would like
to have delivered these comments. The GRR is not detailed enough and the comment
period too short to review these critical project assumptions. The consequence may have
to be that preconstruction engineering and design will need to be the robust “formal and
informal” processes that the GRR commits to engage in. As you know, previous bank-
protection projects on the Lower American River had and have been thoroughly vetted
in the Lower American River Task Force formed in 1993. The setting of the GRR is now
a wider one, but the Task Force is certainly a good place to start. In fact, starting this
review early is a good idea. Failing a quick authorization by the Congress (their record
does not inspire confidence), one or more than one of the project sponsors may wish to
or should find the resources to engage in a collaborative advanced site design process. 

With that admonition, let’s move on to the page-by-page comments on the Report.

GRR p. PAC-18: The description of the purpose of the 1986 release from Folsom Dam
above the objective release is misleading. It is true that “rapid inflow” was part of the
decision to make the 134,000 cfs release, but the status of the reservoir and antecedant
operational decisions were the real reasons for the departure from the objective release.
As noted in the National Research Council (NRC) report referenced below, there would
have been no reason to surcharge the reservoir and make a release in excess of the
objective release if the Reservoir Water Control Manual had been followed. Of course
the nerves of the dam operators were also tested by the failure to revise the Manual to
account for the likely failure of the Auburn Coffer Dam at the halted construction site
(suddenly releasing enough water to fill more than a quarter of Folsom’s flood
reservation) in an already significant high-water event. We excerpt some of the
conclusions from the NRC here:

On February 13 and 14 the California Department of Water Resources (CDWR) began
preparations for a full flood fight, given computer projections of a[n] extraordinary storm
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approaching the state from across the Pacific (CDWR, 1986). The American River flood flows
began in earnest on February 15, with inflows rising to over 60,000 cfs early the next day, but
Figure 2.1 shows that Folsom operators did not begin to evacuate the flood control storage
volume, nor did releases from Folsom match the inflows to the lake. Operators expressed a
major concern for the effect of large Folsom releases on recreational facilities in the lower
American River floodway; releases were held to 20,000 cfs for 36 hours.  This is inconsistent
with the 1977 USACE flood control diagram in force at the time; the diagram states that when
Folsom storage is in the flood control reservation the water "shall be released as rapidly as
possible" subject to ramping limits.  Even after increased releases from Folsom began on
February 16, and before they reached the 115,000-cfs limit, Folsom releases continued to lag
behind inflows into Folsom Lake by 30,000 cfs or more.  USACE-prescribed ramping limits of
“15,000 cfs during any 2-hour period” do not appear to have limited the rate of increase of
Folsom releases during the 1986 flood, nor were physical release rate limits at Folsom Dam a
constraint given the initial elevation of the reservoir.

Lesson:  Procedures need to be adopted to ensure that flood releases are made as required
by operating regulations if intended flood risk reduction is to be achieved.

Folsom operations were primarily based on the actual inflow to Folsom Reservoir calculated
from lake level changes (Figure 2.1).  This calculation ignored the accumulation of water in the
cofferdam near the Auburn dam site above Folsom. Written operating procedures do not
mention this accumulation of water.  Because this cofferdam was designed to breach with the
30-year flood flow, its accumulation distorted the effective inflow to the Folsom-cofferdam
system and the accumulated storage in the two reservoirs, which ended up in Folsom Reservoir
when the cofferdam finally breached.

Lesson:  Plans need to be updated to reflect changes in facilities in basins and "temporary"
structures.

If the Bureau of Reclamation had been able to more closely match outflow to inflows while
inflows were less than 115,000 cfs, then releases into the American River would not have
exceeded 115,000 cfs during the 1986 flood using the nominal storage capacity of the reservoir,
even without anticipation of the Auburn cofferdam failure.  Fortunately, disaster was averted
by the use of extra surcharge storage in Folsom and by the ability of the downstream channel
and levee system to handle releases of 130,000 cfs. Lessons drawn from the 1986 experience
should not be forgotten. (See National Research Council Committee on Flood Control
Alternatives in the American River Basin, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 1995,
pp. 44–48. We’d be happy to make these pages available if the planning team does not have
them.)

Resuming our thoughts, the History of Project (PAC-18) implies that “rapid inflow”1 was
responsible for the 1986 release in excess of Folsom Reservoir’s objective release. To the
extent that readers draw the conclusion that the 1986 high water exceeded Folsom
Dam’s reservoir design flood, the project sponsors are rewriting the history of the 1986

1  The instanteous peak inflow in 1986 was reported to be 900,000 cfs when 120,000 acre feet were
released with the failure of the Auburn coffer dam. Corps of Engineers. Sacramento District, Folsom Dam
and Lake, American River, California, Water Control Manual, Appendix VIII to Master Water Control
Manual, Sacramento River Basin, California, 1987, pp. iv, IV-7–8. 
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American River flood event and failing to abide by the admonition of the NRC not to
forget these lessons.2

GRR p. 1-18: The history of Folsom Dam’s design is slightly over-simplified when it is
reported that it was designed to meet the Standard Project Flood in existence at that
time: instead, it was designed to handle the predecessor method to the Standard Project
Flood. Here’s the more detailed history as told by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation):

 “In the design of Folsom Reservoir, the Corps of Engineers recognized the need to provide
protection against a very large winter rain flood. The flood of January 1862 was thought to be
the largest experienced flood for which estimates could be made, and those estimates3 were
initially considered by the local Corps of Engineers’ staff for the Folsom flood control design
operation plan. Objections raised by higher echelons of the Corps of Engineers, based on flood
control experience throughout the United States resulted in discarding the estimated 1862
flood hydrograph and preparing a revision of the design flood to assure that a higher or
“project design” degree of protection would be provided by the flood control operation under
consideration, when allowance for unforseen contingencies was included.” (Corps of Engineers
Comments on Draft of USBR ‘Amendment to the Final Environmental Statement and
Supplement on Auburn-Folsom South Unit,’ ” July 11, 1974, Amendment to the Final
Environmental Statement and Supplement on Auburn-Folsom South Unit, American River

2 Reservoir design floods are the volume of water in a reservoir-specific  hydrograph that can be
safely stored and released downstream under a given set of initial-state conditions. Flood hydrographs
with routings that, for example, cause a reservoir to surcharge or cause releases above a dam’s objective
release or downstream conveyance capacity  would exceed the reservoir design flood. In practice, no
American River flood has caused surcharge or release of  more than the objective release  with the
exception of 1986, and this was because of operational irregularities described by the NRC. Folsom Dam’s
reservoir design-flood hydrograph is represented in a number of Corps documents, including Corps of
Engineers. Sacramento District, Folsom Dam and Lake, American River, California, Water Control
Manual, Appendix VIII to Master Water Control Manual, Sacramento River Basin, California, 1987, sheet
2 of 8, Plate 19. The hydrograph is a partially reregulated inflow into Folsom Reservoir. The peak of the
design hydrograph is 340,000 cfs, which no unregulated (unimpaired) historic flood has approached. In
recent decades, three-day unregulated inflow volumes have been the customary way to describe actual
flood magnitudes experienced by section-7 reservoirs in this region. Three-day design floods have never
been developed for the existing Folsom Dam and the various reservoir-regulation manuals that described
its operations from 1955 to 1986 (a six-day volume and a peak inflow were developed), a period where the
SMUD UARP and PCWA Middle Fork Projects were constructed. If a three-day volume (regulated or not)
has been developed for Folsom’s design flood for this period, the following period 1987–95, and the
current variable storage period, we would appreciate it if this data and supporting assumptions could be
shared with us. The estimate of the peak of the variable-storage Folsom Dam design hydrograph, 360,000
cfs, is from MBK, personal communication, 2006.

3  We have the Corps of Engineers 1941 and 1943 Leslie E. Bossen American River 1862 flood-
estimate memos. They are an interesting and valuable read, and a written review is under preparation, but
the Bossen memos suffer from a lack of a hydrograph and documentation of the stage-discharge routings.
We can share the Bossen memos with the GRR team if they have passed from collective memory of the
Sacramento District. If the Corps or the Central Valley Flood Protection Board has additional library
documentation of the 1862 flood or the detailed history of the design of Folsom Dam’s reservoir design
flood, please contact us. They belong in our library as well and would be of interest to academic
researchers as well.
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Division, Central Valley Project-California, Volume 2, Department of the Interior, USBR,
p. 248) 

A complementary take on the design flood comes from the California Department of
Water Resources (DWR): the reservoir design flood for Folsom Dam was developed
from statistically centering the 1937 large regional flood over the American River Basin
and computing its outflow—developing a peak inflow of 340,000 cfs at the design
hydrograph used at the time. (A Preliminary Study of Flood Control Alternatives on the
Lower American River, California Department of Water Resources, Central District,
September 1982, p. 7). The GRR should note that Folsom Dam’s reservoir design flood
peak flow or the crucial three-day volume has not been exceeded by recorded flows.

GRR p. 1-18’s characterization of the SPF event frequency (“between the 250- and 500-
year event”) is perhaps a simplification of the annual flood frequency often found in (but
not assigned to) modern SPFs, although the SPF is now a fairly unused concept.4

Regardless as noted above, this frequency was not the statistical characterization of the
“project design” flood hydrograph at the time that Folsom Dam was designed. In fact, as
the authors of the GRR must know, probability characterizations of the SPF are not
relevant to the creation of SPFs. Instead, particularly in the early years, SPFs were based
on transposition of the historic regional flood hydrology over the basin of interest. In
recent years, SPFs have tended to be scaled PMFs. Neither methodology bases its
determinations on a statistical probability range for a hydrologic event.

For example, statistical analysis to characterize the Folsom Dam’s design flood (the pre-
SPF, but similar “project design” flood) at the time of initial design suggested that the
dam and levee system could contain the modeled 1000-year flood (A Preliminary Study
of Flood Control Alternatives on the Lower American River, California Dept. of Water
Resources 1982, p. 7). When Folsom Dam was built, it was expected to provide 250-year
protection (ARWI Feasibility Report, Main Report, Corps of Engineers, Sacramento
District, 1992, p. III-5). But soon after the dam was constructed, a 120-year level of
protection was modeled, an annual flooding risk of 0.7%.5 Of course, as new statistical
treatments resulting from high water in 1986 and 1997, along with new deterministic
engineering criteria for levee competence, became incorporated, the modeled frequency
of Folsom Dam’s design flood has bounced around, something that continued as more

4  The standard project flood methodology was the subject of a Corps engineering manual: USACE,
ER 1105-2-101, 1952 revised 1965.  It has been updated subsequently.

5  A Preliminary Study of Flood Control Alternatives on the Lower American River, California Dept.
of Water Resources 1982, p. 7.  The reports of this post-construction-era assessment varied. In the 1962
Letter From the Secretary of the Interior Transmitting a Report on the Auburn-Folsom South Unit
Proposing Expansion of the Central Valley project in California, Pursuant to Section 9(a) of the
Reclamation Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and Section 2 of the American River Basin Development Act of
October 14, 1949 (63 Stat. 852), House Document #305, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 16, the
Department estimated the modeled level of protection at that time to be 200 years. (January 18, 1962)
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annual flood records affected the statistical analysis and Common Features and
reoperation projects came on line.

This should be expected. Unlike design floods (which are expressed in relevant volumes
or peak discharges of the design hydrograph—and only change when topography or the
flood-control facilities change), statistical characterizations of the “level of protection”
or “return frequencies” or “annual exceedances” of this and other project design floods
vary widely, depending on statistical methodologies and the underlying hydrology data
set and engineering assumptions, which evolve with time. This should be particularly
true for statistical estimates for the probability distribution of hypothetical flood
magnitudes—which, after all, have never been experienced and the “true” probability
distribution of which is speculative—but in practice is driven by the chosen statistical
methodology, adopted skew, and even the low flow record events.

Again on page 1-18, there is another error: that the emergency release for Folsom Dam is
152,000 cfs. It is not. It is most simply characterized as 160,000 cfs (See Corps of
Engineers. Sacramento District, Folsom Dam and Lake, American River, California,
Water Control Manual, Appendix VIII to Master Water Control Manual, Sacramento
River Basin, California, 1987, chart A-9, Emergency Spillway Release Diagram,
Operating Instructions). The 152,000 cfs number comes from the flows assigned to the
original design minimum freeboard of the levees along the lower American River: 3 feet
for 152,000 cfs or 5 feet at 115,000cfs.6

P-1-19. It’s an exaggeration to suggest that the 1986 134,000 cfs release was made “to
manage the risk of dam failure” (the release was made to avoid higher regulated releases
that might cause greater strain on the American River levees and banks) and that
conditions “came dangerously close to requiring operation of the [three] emergency
flood gates at flows in excess of 152,000 [sic] cfs.” With a full or nearly full reservoir, the
five operational gates can make a release considerably in excess of the 152,000 cfs, nor
does the diagram contemplate making releases higher than the emergency release target
of 160,000 cfs until circumstances become noticeably more dire than what occurred in
1986 (inflows were declining sharply during most of the 134,000 cfs release according to
Figure 2.1 on page 48 of the NRC report and sheet 8 of 8, plate 19 of the Folsom Dam
Water Control Manual).7

6  For a simple but informative  discussion of American River design levee height and flow
relationships, see pages 3-17–18 of the Folsom Dam Raise & Auxilliary Spillway Alternative Project
Alternative Solutions Study (Pass) II, Final Report, June 2006, ACE, Rec Board, DWR, USBR, SAFCA.

7  The U.S.A.C.E. Sacramento District, Folsom Dam and Lake, American River, California, Water
Control Manual, Appendix VIII to Master Water Control Manual, Sacramento River Basin, California,
1987. Chart A-9, “Indicated Release for the Next Hour” diagram, displays the maintaining-no-more-than-
160,000 cfs “rule” until there is four feet of surcharge (in 1986, Folsom Reservoir surcharged 1.56 feet
according to the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins, California, Post-Flood Assessment, March
1999, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers p. 5-18), and chart A-5, Spillway Total Capacity Curve [without
emergency gates], displays a gross-pool discharge capacity as approximately 280,000–300,000 cfs. Note
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GRR p. 1-29: The Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) 200-year standard for
reduced floodplain management and proposed improvements for urban levees need not
be based on Corps of Engineers statistical and engineering methodologies. The statute
provides that DWR, not the Corps, determines the statistical and engineering-criteria
methodologies to assess performance against a state 200-year standard for floodplain
management restrictions under California state law, SB-5, state legislation passed in
2007 (Cal GC 65300.2(a)). The CVFPP echoes this.

GRR p. 2-4: It’s true to say that in 1986 the Sacramento River flood-control system was
near or somewhat above capacity, which perhaps could be translated to the “Sacramento
River flood control system was overloaded” statement contained in the report. But with
the exception of the left-bank Yuba River levees, the project levees along the major
rivers held8, and the Yuba River levee on the descending limb of the flood hydrograph at
60% of design flow. We have not previously seen estimates that 1986 actual flows were
meaningfully larger than design floodway capacities in this area until this report
(650,000 cfs combined in the Yolo Bypass and Sacramento River in the GRR, against
600,000 cfs nominal and the 1991 Corps bypass-near-Lisbon and Sacramento-River-
near-Freeport estimate of 605,000–614,000 cfs9). We are not aware of any releases in
excess of tributary floodway capacity for any of the section-7 reservoir10 tributaries to
the Sacramento River, although the objective release was exceeded at Folsom Dam
because of the previously mentioned operational irregularities.

It’s barely correct to say that reservoirs in the Sacramento system “were filled beyond
their design capacity” in 1986. Only one large reservoir was: Folsom Dam because of
departures from operations prescribed in the Reservoir Regulation Manual. In fact,
there were no exceedances of normal pools in the San Joaquin Valley section-7
reservoirs either.11 It may be misleading and certainly vague to talk of “reservoirs

that the emergency (auxiliary) spillway with its flip-bucket energy dissipater instead of a large stilling
basin is “intended for use only during extreme flood periods.” (Folsom Water Control Manual, 1987, II-2) 

8  Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins, California, Post-Flood Assessment, March 1999, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, table 5-15.

9  Draft Feasibility Report, American River Watershed Investigation, California, Documentation
Report, Volume 2 - Appendix K, p. K-8. Table 8 here is a comparison of design flows and stages and peak
flows and stages during February 1986 flood event. It would be interesting to see if, how, and why these
figures would differ from estimates in 2015.

10  Section-7 of the Flood Control Act of 1947. Flood control operations of these reservoirs are
regulated by the Army Corps of Engineers’ Water Control Manuals.

11  In 1986, the small Sacramento Valley coast-range reservoir, Black Butte Reservoir, exceeded its
gross pool of 144,000 acre feet by 24,000 acre-feet. It made a spillway release of 3,900 cfs (presumably
augmenting its 15,000 cfs objective release by that amount) Black Butte Dam and Lake, Stony Creek,
California Water Control Manual, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District, May 1987, p. III-6
and Post-Flood Assessment, March 1999, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, p. 5-18, table 5-14. Comanche
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produc[ing] river flows that exceeded the design capacity of downstream levees: water
came within inches of overtopping levees protecting Sacramento” if Common Features
riverside levees are being referred to, although the new Common Features flow estimate
in the Yolo Bypass/Sacramento River would put the 1986 combined flow at more than
eight percent above the design flow.

Turning back to the American River, post-flood descriptions of design freeboard for
these levees and the 1986 freeboard/flow relationships were published in the January
1995 Proceedings of Phase Two, The Lower American River Task Force. The
Proceedings assessed then-existing Project levee freeboard conditions at various flows
along the American river and concluded the following:

For a release of 115,000 cfs, the existing minimum [freeboard] is the same
for both left and right bank [project] levees (about 6 feet). The 130,000 cfs
release condition also has about the same freeboard at the lowest point
(interpolated to about 5.5 feet). (p. L-2, L-3)

This is not inches. It seems difficult to see how the current Common Features GRR
could differ so significantly from the Proceedings. We suspect that the Proceedings’
more detailed and documented descriptions are more accurate than these
undocumented assertions in the draft GRR, but look forward to reviewing these
conclusions with the GRR team.

The “inches” description could refer to a different problem involving what are now
Common Features levees but not the river levees. The 1986 flood did show a
freeboard/discharge/backwater problem with the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal
(NEMDC) levee, which failed to have the freeboard envisioned by their designers in
1986 (remaining freeboard on the NEMDC near Main Avenue and the Natomas Cross
Canal was 0.5 foot to 2 feet12). The drainage canal also had a problem with its upstream-
levee creek collectors system, which failed to extend far enough upstream. It was this
condition that caused localized severe flooding behind the outflanked NEMDC
(Steelhead Creek) levee (Strawberry Manor). These deficiencies were largely remedied
by the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) North Area Project of the early
1990s, which had a design philosophy to achieve sufficient freeboard for a stage
associated with a 180,000 cfs flow in the American River and the design flow in the
Sacramento River. The SAFCA North Area Project Feasibility studies characterize the
problem and their solution. Although SAFCA’s projects were largely completed, the

Reservoir (not included in either the Sacramento or San Joaquin Valleys) exceeded its gross pool of
430,000 acre-feet by 9,000 acre-feet. We have not seen documentation that Comanche Reservoir released
more than its objective release as a result of this small surcharge. Post-Flood Assessment, March 1999,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, p. 5-18, table 5-14.

12  Draft Feasibility Report, American River Watershed Investigation, California, Documentation
Report, Corps of Engineers, Part 1, April, 1991, p. III-14.
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Common Elements GRR recommends additional levee work in these upstream
tributaries to the drain.

GRR p. 2-8: The Sacramento River Flood Control Project may have been “designed to
pass the known flood of record,” 1909, but since that time some major section-7
reservoirs have been constructed, allowing the 1909 Sacramento River flood system
footprint to accommodate later high-flow events. It could be misleading to not mention
these later additions to the floodwater-management system. It can also be misleading to
state that “[t]he floods of 1986 and 1997 delivered much more water to the leveed
reaches than they were designed to carry, resulting in levee failures.” The connotations
of the word “much” and perhaps “leveed reaches” are the issues here. Floodway design
flows and design stages along major Project rivers and bypasses were not materially
exceeded13, however some tributary creek levees were overtopped or outflanked.14 River
levee failures here did occur, but at stages below design, such as the 1986 Peach Tree
Mall Yuba River levee break, or estimated to be at the design stage, such as the 1997
Country Club Road Feather River levee break. We think it is undisputed that the 1986
and 1997 Sacramento Valley levee failures along major rivers or bypasses were because
of engineering deficiencies associated with their original construction, foundation
problems, or because of the consequences of nearby levee failures, not because their
design stages were dangerously exceeded by flood-corridor river stages.

GRR p. 2-9: Far more than “the 200-year event design storm can be safely conveyed
past the dam” once the Joint Federal Project (JFP) is completed; after all, Reclamation’s
goal is for Folsom Dam to pass the PMF without major damage to the Dam. A PMF is a
highly improbable flood event that is the traditional standard for sizing spillways to
avoid dam failure. A little more careful writing is warranted here since we suspect that
the sought-for objective is to pass the GRR design storm without downstream levee
failure or outflanking of tributary streams, not whether the flows can be conveyed safely
past the dam.

GRR p. 2-13: Again we have the misleading at best and undocumented “inches from
overtopping” statement for Sacramento area levees. It makes for dramatic reading, but
engineers should strive for precision in language and avoid inaccurate or misleading
statements. See above our comments on GRR p. 2-4 above. 

13    Draft Feasibility Report, American River Watershed Investigation, California, Corps of
Engineers, Volume 2 - Appendix K, April 1991, p. K-8. Table 8 here is a comparison of design flows and
stages and peak flows and stages during February 1986 flood event. Design stages in parts of the project
area river and bypass system were exceeded to some degree in half the table locations, but none of these
representative locations, nor the locations they were surrogates for, experienced failure or risk of
overtopping.

14  Levees along two Sacramento Valley creeks were overtopped in 1997, and one was outflanked/
“overtopped” in 1986. The west levee of the Sutter Bypass failed in 1997. See tables 5-15 and 5-34 of the
Post Flood Assessment,  March 1999, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
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GRR p. 2-18–19: Modeling the Campus-Commons/Sacramento State University
“raceway” section of the Lower American River does show high velocities in this, the
most narrow reach of the Lower American River. We have not yet been able to review
the velocity contour analysis for the more typical reaches. Since additional erosion
protection is being advocated for more than just the “raceway” reach, it would be
appropriate for the GRR to characterize the wider and presumably lower-velocity
reaches of river that it is seeking bank-protection authority for. We understand that
bank vulnerability analysis and the resulting project recommendation would be to have
the subject of discussions during post-authorization preconstruction engineering and
design (PED) but remain uneasy about the potential scope of the authorization.

GRR p. 2-30: The Report identifies a single planning constraint: not violating FAA
restrictions on providing additional bird habitat around the Sacramento International
Airport, which we believe in the past has been used to argue (whether meritoriously or
unmeritoriously) against levee setbacks and more extensive riparian forests along the
Sacramento and American Rivers. The Report appears to be silent on the Corps of
Engineer’s responsibility to comply with the National Wild & Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA),
which states that federal agencies shall not undertake any of a wide range of water-
resources-project actions that would have “a direct and adverse effect on the values for
which the river was established” (§7a, WSRA).

The Lower American River is a state and federal wild & scenic river. According to the
introduction on §7 of the federal act in the Wild & Scenic Rivers Reference Guide of the
Interagency Wild & Scenic Rivers Coordinating Council, “[T]his key provision directs
federal agencies to protect the free-flowing condition and other values of designated
rivers and congressionally authorized study rivers.” According to §16b of WSRA,
“Free-flowing, as applied to any river or section of a river, means existing or flowing in
natural condition without impoundment, diversion, straightening, rip-rapping, or other
modification of the waterway.” The Reference Guide adopts the definition of water
resources project published in regulations developed by the Secretary of Agriculture (36
CFR 297) as “construction of developments which would affect the free-flowing
characteristics of a wild and scenic or congressionally authorized study river.”15

Because the bank protection projects that are envisioned in the Common Features draft
GRR are water resources projects as defined by statute, regulation, and federal agency
guidance, the project should be expected to comply with the National Wild & Scenic
Rivers Act. Specifically, it should meet the §7 standards as determined by the federal
wild & scenic river manager, the National Park Service. These “no direct and adverse
impact on the values for which the river was established” as measured in §7 are again
defined in the Guide consistent with 36 CFR 297 and §1b of the Act: “as the river’s
free-flowing condition, water quality, and outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs).”
The outstandingly remarkable values on the Lower American River are anadromous

15  The Reference Guide has now been broken up into a series of sub-publications from the Council
that continue to be found at http://www.rivers.gov/publications.php.
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fisheries and recreation (American River Parkway Plan 2008, Sacramento County,
p. 90).

Section 2(a)(ii) national wild and scenic rivers such as the Lower American River are, in
general, to be managed by the state or its political subdivisions. The most recent state
plan is the Lower American River Parkway Plan adopted by the legislature in 2009
(AB-889). Although the federal manager has an independent duty to determine whether
specific projects comply with federal WSRA law, the adopted state plan is intended to
provide guidance to the federal manager, as well as the state manager, Sacramento
County, (American River Parkway Plan 2008, Sacramento County, pp. 89–92). This
plan contemplates additional floodwater-management works and contains detailed
flood-control policies (pp. 82–83), later discussed and displayed in the GRR draft EIS,
to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts to wild & scenic river values and Parkway
resources. It should also be noted that State agencies such as the Central Valley Flood
Protection Board (the non-federal sponsor) and political subdivisions of the state such
as Sacramento County or the Sacramento Flood Control Agency, have a duty to comply
with the provisions of the California Wild & Scenic Rivers Act (See California Public
Resources Code §5093.56, §5093.61, and see §5093.50 for some relevant provisions).

We do not argue here that the 2015 Common Elements Project cannot comply with
these statutes, only that the state and federal agency sponsors must shape the projects to
comply with their obligations under their respective statutes. It is important the GRR
acknowledge those responsibilities, and since the GRR does not contain specific site
designs, the GRR should acknowledge that specific site designs will be subject to
compliance with state and federal WSRAs. Projects along the lower American River have
done so in the past; they can do so in the future. But their design must reflect the
obligations of the GRR sponsors, both state and federal.

GRR p. 2-32: This could be a subtle point, but it’s not apparent to us that the JFP is
aimed at having the ability to pass an objective release of 160,000 cfs. That certainly is
currently the traditional emergency release, and it’s fair to say that the Long-Term Study
(see references below) envisioned that releases above 115,000 cfs would be included in
measures of project performance, but we would characterize the releases above 115,000
cfs as contingency releases to be made when conditions require them. The Long Term
Study envisioned that a new Emergency Spillway Release Diagram (ESRD) (figure 4,
p. B-20) would determine operations in this range, proposed a new diagram, and stated
the following: 

“Before adoption of a new ESRD, the proposed ESRD will undergo refinement and
thorough analysis to ensure that the procedures are well defined to assist in the precise
operational decisions necessary to make the selected plan function effectively for a range
of events near design magnitude through extreme floods.” Volume III: Appendix C,
Engineering, American River Watershed, California, Long-Term Study, Final
Supplemental Plan Formulation Report/EIS/EIR, Corps of Engineers, SAFCA, California
Reclamation Board, Feb 2002, p. B-6.”
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The revision to Folsom Dam’s Water Control Manual is underway. We assume that it
will be the mechanism to tackle how these releases are characterized and will, therefore,
contain the definitive terms and accompanying definitions needed to describe Folsom
Dam’s future operations. We offer up our characterization here for use by the Corps
reservoir regulation manual update team.

GRR p. 3-2: The yield of Reclamation’s Auburn Dam is characterized in the Report as
270,000 acre-feet per year. The latest update from Reclamation, in 2006, estimated
average yield at 208,000 acre feet per year.16 The Report characterizes the energy
production at the authorized Auburn Dam as 600 megawatt hours per year. This is
confirmed by DWR and Reclamation sources. DWR characterized the annual energy
production of the original Auburn dam as 600 GWhs (Auburn Dam, Reconnaissance
Appraisal of Construction Under State Sponsorship, DWR Division of Planning, 1987
p. 8). This was echoed by Reclamation in a report published the same year with a 607.8
GWh estimate, arguably an estimate with too many significant figures (Auburn Dam
Report, Auburn Dam Alternative Study, Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region,
1987, table 11).17

GRR p. 3-5: The Report states that the section-7 reservoirs in the Sacramento River
Basin “were completed prior to the largest flood in Sacramento; therefore, their designs
are based on hydrology that does not take these large floods into account.” In addition to
being somewhat off the mark18, this statement can mislead: as discussed earlier, the

16  Reclamation made some sub-estimates as well: (1) American River deliveries, an increase of
21,000 acre feet or a 3% change, (2) CVP total deliveries, an increase of 138,000 acre feet or a 3% change,
(3) SWP total deliveries, 70,000 acre feet or a 2% change, (4) CVP dry and critical year deliveries, 229,000
acre feet or a 5% change, and SWP dry and critical year deliveries, 114,000 acre feet or an increase in 4%.
(Auburn-Folsom South Unit Special Report, Benefits and Cost Update, Central Valley Project California,
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Mid Pacific Region, December 2006, pp. TS-3, Table
III-2). 

17  We do note parenthetically that Reclamation’s 2006 report appears to upsize the generation
plants and develop a range of estimates for a number of re-envisioned hypothetical unit number and
configurations, making comparisons with the authorized project difficult. Moreover, Reclamation's 2006
Special Report was unable to firmly identify average  annual energy production saying the following: 

[t]he power generation potential at a hydropower plant is unique to each facility. Extensive analysis is
required to develop power generation equations for a specific facility. This type of analysis has not been
completed for the proposed Auburn Reservoir power plant.

The 2006 Reclamation  report demonstrated a re-envisioned annual power generation potential ranging
from 1,667 to 3,618 GWhs but fails to explain this considerable departure from earlier estimates. 
(Auburn-Folsom South Unit Special Report, Benefits and Cost Update, Central Valley Project California,
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Mid Pacific Region, December 2006, pp. III-15–17).

18  A review of the Sacramento Valley reservoir water control manuals  suggests that neither the early
twentieth century storms magnitudes nor the latter twentieth century storms were the controlling factors
in the design of most of their reservoir design floods. As noted earlier, Folsom Dam’s design flood was
initially based on 1862-flood estimates, then upsized. Review of the other respective reservoir regulation

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
EE-15

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
(Cont.)

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
EE-16

L2PMCAEB
Line

L2PMCAEB
Typewritten Text
EE-17



Friends of the River and Save the American River Association, Habitat 2020
Comments on Common Features draft GRR Page 13

record does not show any inflow events to these section-7 reservoirs that would have
required releases in excess of dam objective releases or surcharged these reservoirs.19 Of
course, the original reservoir design floods, spillway design floods, SPFs, & PMFs would
now be assigned a more probable “return frequency,” which is probably what the GRR
authors intended to say. The Report then states that “reoperation of these upstream
reservoirs would not substantially reduce the flood risk to the Sacramento area,”
implying that this is because “flood storage is a small component of these dams’ storage,
since they are water supply reservoirs.” Again, in spite of the “small component” of
reservoir storage dedicated to a flood-control reservation, since their construction, these
dams have been able, or should have been able, to maintain regulated releases to within
their objective releases, which are usually keyed to leveed river-corridor capacity,
indicating the dams’ importance to the current floodwater-management system.

The real reasons why reoperation of upstream section-7 dams does not materially affect
the performance of the Common Features floodwater-management systems are more
varied. (1) Folsom Dam is already being “reoperated,” reserving in some conditions
more than two thirds of the reservoir for flood space, (2) the effectiveness of Common

manuals is instructive. New Bullards Bar Dam’s flood reservation was designed, in concert with the
authorized but still unconstructed Marysville Dam, to provide SPF protection to Marysville-Yuba City
(p. 24, ¶27, 1972). Oroville Dam’s flood space was designed to provide SPF protection to the Feather River
basin (p. 15, ¶14, 1970). “Shasta Reservoir does not have a reservoir design flood,” although the 1977
manual does note, in this case, that the dam could contain a 100-year flood within its flood space and not
exceed nearby downstream flow objectives. The 1940s-era hydrologic basis for its design was to be a
multipurpose reservoir and meet its authorized purposes and priorities (p. 9, ¶18 & p. 25, ¶24). The
smaller Black Butte Project was authorized because “the required flood protection could be provided more
effectively and economically” than downstream levee or channel improvement projects or small upstream
reservoirs (p. III-1). Project objectives include protecting “the city of Orland from all reasonably probable
rain floods,” protecting downstream agricultural areas “during all but very large floods,” and restricting
releases from the dam to 15,000 cfs “insofar as possible” (p. VII-1, 1987). The 1970s-era Indian Valley
Reservoir on the NF Cache Creek seems to be the only Sacramento Valley section-7 reservoir with a
hydrologic basis for design based on a probability frequency that could be affected by more recent flood
experience. Its small flood-space reservation of 40,000 acre-feet was based on “adequately contain[ing] all
Indian Valley inflow for floods up to the 50-year flood until flows at Rumsey have returned to existing
channel capacity of 20 cfs” (p. 9 ¶17, 1977). 

19  In the 1997 event, Oroville Dam operators made a release of 160,000 cfs, 10,000 cfs above the
dam’s objective release out of concern that pass-through operations were imminent. However, 1997
reservoir operations peaked with 206,000 acre feet of the standard 750,000 acre-feet flood control
reservation and 150,000 acre-feet of objective-release-requiring surcharge operational space defined in
the Water Control Manual still untouched. That’s a 350,000 acre-feet cushion. Oroville Dam did not
experience a reservoir design flood, and pass-through operations were not imminent. For a careful
analysis of the Oroville Dam operations, see Motion to Intervene of Friends of the River, South Yuba
Citizens League, and Sierra Club, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Project No 2100-52, October 17,
2005. Of course, two San Joaquin River Basin section-7 reservoirs filled and spilled in 1997, but given
floodway constraints, this should not have been unexpected. Sacramento River Basin floodway capacities
are an order of magnitude greater their southern neighbors. For a handy record of 1997 major section-7
reservoir operations, see the Final Report, Governor’s Flood Emergency Action Team, The Resources
Agency, May 10, 1997, Appendix B.
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Features facilities is buffered from potential exceedances from dams upstream of the
American River because these exceedances may be temporarily stored in upstream
flood-deposition basins due to levee breaks or Butte Basin upstream weir operations, or
mostly diverted into the Fremont and even Sacramento Weir and into the Yolo Bypass.
(3) Shasta Dam and Oroville Dam have large flood reservations and substantial early-
release capabilities now. The most deficient dam is New Bullards Bar Dam. It has the
smallest flood-space reservation, even in percentage terms of any of these dams. It’s
early-release capabilities are limited enough that Yuba County Water Agency, the dam’s
owner, has undertaken preliminary design investigations to enlarge its low-level release
capabilities to better enable the dam to conduct floodwater-management operations and
benefit from a forecast-based reoperation. Physical modification to this dam and a
modified Water Control Manual is a foreseeable circumstance, but their major benefits
would mostly be improving regulation of flood stages along the Yuba and Feather Rivers
for some floods and produce only attenuated benefits downstream, in part because most
of these flows are diverted into the Yolo Bypass.

GRR p. 3-6: As we recall the Corps 1991 ARWI alternative analysis, another reason the
Corps did not carry forward the proposed Deer Creek offstream storage project was
simple: the downstream channels needed to evacuate Deer Creek dam storage of
antecedant flood events were too small. As a result, the Corps could not be confident
that flood space there could be considered reliable during flood seasons like 1862 when
large flows were experienced in multiple very large flood waves throughout the months
of December and January. Sacramento River Basin flood corridors are a lot larger than
more southerly corridors. That makes a huge difference in flood-space recovery times.

GRR p. 3-7: The report notes “that some [study area] flood events were larger than those
for which the flood control system was sized (1955, 1964, 1986, and 1997).” As noted
earlier, Folsom Dam has never experienced a flood larger than its reservoir design flood
(see attachments).20 The JFP is designed to increase the Folsom Dam reservoir design
flood in case flows larger than record or greater than reservoir-design-flood inflows
occur. Common Features projects are designed to increase levee reliability at objective
releases up to the emergency release target flow of 160,000 cfs (which may become a
conditional release as well). Of course if the focus is on the Common Elements collector
streams, these projects did not perform well during the 1986 flood and have been the
focus of non-federal sponsor activity and this GRR to prevent the leveed corridors of
upstream creeks from being outflanked or overtopped or failing during high-flow events,
especially when high backwater conditions prevail. Nevertheless, these general

20  We suspect that the metrics used to establish this assertion are six-day volumes. As noted earlier,
the actual hydrograph may be best representation of a reservoir design flood. Failing that, three-day
volumes have become the lingua franca of contemporary measures of reservoir flood-operations
performance in this region. Design hydrographs that are challenged by three-day numbers are typically
not very challenged by six-day flows given the large floodway capacities of Sacramento Valley reservoirs
and typical runnoff patterns of the areas’s great floods. In effect, the center-of-storm runnoff (3-day)
metrics challenge flood space and timely reservoir operations, while long storm-sequence (6- or 14-day)
metrics challenge downstream release and floodway capacities. 
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statements should be made with more precision. Otherwise, they are subject to
misinterpretation.

GRR p. 3-20: Vegetation on or near levees can also reduce the probability of system
failure by reducing water velocities at the bank or levee interface and by increasing levee
or bank/berm cohesion. As noted in other areas of the Report, levee and near-levee
vegetation-removal policies are a significant issue of public concern. That concern has
resulted in a stand-down of enforcement of some of the Corps policies as a result of
Congressional Action (WRRDA §3013) with a conforming court order (Friends of the
River v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Case 2:11-cv-01650-JAM-AC (E.D.Cal. Sept. 12,
2014). It would be helpful if the Project sponsor GRR presentations on this subject area
were more balanced given the obvious local, state agency, and federal natural resources
agency sensitivities to this issue while the Corps is reformulating its vegetation policies
as discussed in WRRDA and the conforming court order.

GRR p. 3-23: We concur with Table 3-6’s assessment that the later not-carried-forward
Upstream Storage on American River (Auburn Dam) alternative has demonstrated a
lack of Congressional and public support. It’s probably also true that there is no non-
federal sponsor for this alternative. We are, therefore, curious why the same poor
acceptability rating does not occur with the also not-carried-forward Maximum Plan
alternative. It, too, also features the same upstream storage element as the previous
(above) alternative and lacks any realistic potential non-federal sponsors.

GRR p. 3-28: Regarding your Focused Alternative 5: Maximum Plan (later not carried
forward) it would be helpful if the GRR discussion could include a caveat or two
regarding the statistical meaningfulness of assigning apparently precise and therefore
accurate probabilities to hypothetical never-before-experienced, particularly events
considerably larger than recorded events. For example, the American River rain flood
frequency analysis by the Corps of Engineers prepared with the advice of the National
Research Council’s Committee on American River Flood Frequencies does not
extrapolate the frequency curve beyond 1 in 200.21 While the Committee and we
understand that assigning these rare probabilities to some hypothetical flows for some
purposes is necessary, it would be appropriate to include the NRC’s caution when
discussing analyses concerning events modeled to be less probable than 1 in 200 in this
watershed.

GRR p. 3-38: The Vegetation and Access discussion of vegetation on and near levees
begun here and carried through much of the rest of the Report seems curiously
uninformed by WRRDA §3013 and the conforming court order. There are two relevant
provisions neatly summarized by the order:

21  U.S.A.C.E. Sacramento District, American River, California, Adopted Rain Flood Flow
Frequency Analysis, April 1999, plate 1 and presumably subsequent successor analyses.
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The Corps will proceed to conduct the review of the guidelines and take the actions
required by WRRDA § 3013. In accordance with § 3013(g) until the date on which
revisions to the guidelines are adopted, the Corps will not require the removal of existing
vegetation as a condition or requirement for any approval or funding of a project, or any
other action, unless the specific vegetation has been demonstrated to present an
unacceptable safety risk (Friends of the River v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Case 2:11-
cv-01650-JAM-AC (E.D.Cal. Sept. 12, 2014) ¶6).

To date, the review has not been concluded, nor have any revisions to the guidelines
contemplated in the court order been adopted. Instead, the representations of how
vegetation on and near levees will be treated by the Common Elements projects appear
to be consistent with the current Corps Vegetation Engineering Technical Letter (ETL),
SWIF, and variance policies, apparently prejudging the results of the review and release
from the court order. It is therefore troubling that the Report fails to note that some
vegetation-removal actions are not consistent with current federal law or the court
order. Nor does the Report note that it has been required by the Congress to review the
ETL with the expectation that a revised ETL will then be issued. We appreciate that the
project sponsors need to be able to describe the environmental impacts of the successor
ETL as the projects in the Common Elements GRR are constructed, but the range of
potential of future Corps (and state) levee- and near-levee vegetation policy alternatives
are not included in your descriptions. 

In fact, it is impossible not to note that the Report and draft EIS/EIR fail to develop any
alternatives to implementation of the meat and substance of the current ETL and related
vegetation policies. Instead, the GRR apparently assumes that variances will be given.
We appreciated that the Sacramento District will seek a variance to the ETL (Appendix
C, Engineering, 2.4.2) and hope that they receive a variance. However, there could be
severe consequences if the existing ETL or similar successor ETL (apparently assumed
here) is required to be implemented because variances are not granted. Given the
proximity to wild & scenic rivers and the potential to take actions that may violate
federal laws meant to protect the environment, this is a deficiency in the project
formulation and assurances that needs to be addressed in the Final Report and
environmental documents or challenges could arise.22

The Central Valley Flood Control Board’s adoption resolution for its levee vegetation
policy in the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) also contemplated a state
review of the adopted levee-vegetation elements of the CVFPP, which were not
consistent with the ETL. Again the possibility of revisions to the state plan elements,
particularly the Life Cycle Management Policy (which would gradually result in absence
of woody vegetation from most of the levee profile and all of the landside near-levee
area) or of the DWR Urban Levee Design Criteria vegetation requirements, are not
contemplated in the Report. DWR is also reviewing how their vegetation policy squares

22  See NEPA Regulations: 1508.27(b) (“severity" "intensity”); 1508.27(b)(3) (“proximity to. . .wild
and scenic rivers”); and 1508.27(b)(10) (“Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or
local law or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.”).
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with the Draft Conservation Strategy being prepared for adoption before or at the 2017
update to the CVFPP. 

A little humility is necessary here. It’s O.K. to recognize and report that the federal and
state policies are under review but this is how it would work with the existing, but in the
federal circumstance, stood-down policy and the state policy that is supposed to be
under review. But you have to make it abundantly clear that these policies may change
or be refined as a result of future review and discuss the implications of various
alternatives.

And speaking of humility, consider the lowly California Poppy (Eschscholzia californica,
E. caespitosa, or E. lobbi). The Report assumes that hydroseeding perennial grass seeds
on the otherwise barren or mowed or burnt levees envisioned in the Report will be
successful in keeping wildflowers and annual grasses of the Sacramento Valley from
invading the slopes of the levees in violation of the ETL. It is probably worth some real
inquiry on the track record of this technique to achieving mowable perennial grasses
that can successfully exclude vegetation inconsistent with the ETL such as forbs and
annual grasses. And if the Corps intends to revise the ETL, don’t declare war again on
California’s native wildflowers. They aren’t the enemy.

GRR p. 4-8: We were pleased to read the following commitment:

An initial assessment with regards to the method of bank stabilization has been made
for this document. During detailed design, the Corps will coordinate closely with the
county, state, and federal agencies responsible for managing the resources of the parkway
in selecting which method of bank stabilization should be deployed. In carrying out this
effort, the Corps will coordinate through the formal and informal processes that have been
created to facilitate management of the parkway in application of the above criteria.
Where erosion protection is needed to meet established flood risk reduction objectives,
the selection of the method of protection will be based on a determination of which
method would do the most to protect valuable parkway land, fish and wildlife resources,
and recreational facilities considering both the short term impacts of construction and the
long term effects of any mitigation measures included in the design of the project.

As you know, one of these groups is the now twenty-two-year-old Lower American River
Task Force. This is so important that if necessary the Corps may be well-advised to seek
specific authorization to do this if and when an authorization proposal is submitted to
the Congress.

GRR p. 4-36: It is perhaps premature to specify that the expanded portion of the
Sacramento Weir will never be operated “for events up to and including the 1/100 ACE
event.” By implication, this is either an inflow-into-Folsom Dam or a Folsom Dam
outflow statistic (the text is not clear). It should be noted that the current 1/100 ACE
inflow into Folsom Reservoir  has never been experienced in the period of hydrological
record. And no Water Control Manual operation would have required outflows greater
than 115,000 cfs in the same period routed through the existing system of dams. It is,
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thus, not out of the question that the expanded Sacramento Weir would never be used
under this policy.

The California Department of Water Resources, along with local governments, is also
developing a project to expand the Sacramento Weir, which it probably intends to marry
with the Corps Common Features tentatively selected alternative. It is premature to
judge what project operational criteria they will develop for weir operations. It is
certainly possible that DWR et. al. would conclude that opening the weir could be
important in circumstances not within the criteria put forward in GRR p. 4-36.

GRR p. 4-37–40: Again, the State and National Wild & Scenic Rivers Act §7 standards
are not mentioned as avoidance or mitigation objectives. They belong here.

GRR p. 7-1–4: In the list of recommendations a number of project-related relevant
statutes are referenced for the purposes of a pledge of compliance. There are at least two
relevant ones that we do not see: (1) WRRDA §3013 and the conforming District Court
order (Friends of the River v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Case 2:11-cv-01650-JAM-
AC (E.D.Cal. Sept. 12, 2014) as applicable, and (2) the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act (16 U.S.C. 1271-1287) as set forth herein consists of Public Law 90-542 (October 2,
1968) and amendments thereto.

dEIS/EIR p. 56: We suspect that the conclusion, “[i]f a large regional earthquake
occurred during a major flood event, these potential [structural degredation] effects
would be magnified, and potential for levee breach would be increased,” is true,
especially for the American River and upstream levees, which rarely experience high
stages. But the Sacramento River does experience high stages for weeks and longer
during relatively routine rainy periods even in the absence of “a major flood event.”
Since the GRR project area includes the Sacramento River, the conclusion there that
“the potential for failure or significant damage of project structures is low” because, in
part, of the “small likelihood of coincidence [of a] flood event and a major earthquake.”
Given the large populations and ongoing land-use and floodplain-management
decisions within the protected reaches of the GRR, more detailed discussion of this issue
is in the public interest, even if the project may not change the relative risk of this failure
mode in comparison to the without-project condition. Some discussion is also
warranted of how sensitive the liquefaction risk is to stage since deeper foundation
wetness conditions may not be as sensitive to stage as shallow foundation wetness may
be.

dEIS/EIR p. 59: The lower American River is not classified as a “Recreation” river
within the state and federal wild & scenic river systems. It is classified as a
“Recreational” river. “Recreation” is one of two identified extraordinary values of the
lower American River wild and scenic river, the other being anadromous fishery.

dEIS/EIR p. 60: Thank you for quoting the American River Parkway Plan flood-control
policies. As you note on page 59, the parkway plan acts as the management plan for the
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state and federal wild and scenic rivers acts. It also should be noted that the parkway
managers and state and federal agencies need to comply with the statutes in their
exercise of discretion when implementing the policies of the management plan.

dEIS/EIR p. 63: Although the likely erosion of waterside berms is a basic assumption of
the GRR, this hypothesis on a reach-by-reach basis will and should be demonstrated
(preferably pre-authorization but failing that, during preconstruction engineering and
design). We’ll all have to spend more time with GRR Appendix C, Attachments C & E.

dEIS/EIR p. 64: The following statement is so important, that we repeat it full:

The American River Parkway Plan policies address flood risk reduction and
levee protection activities with the overall aim of facilitating these activities as
necessary to achieve established flood risk reduction objectives in a manner
which provides optimum protection to the open space, recreation, and fish and
wildlife resources of the Parkway. Consistent with these policies, bank
protection improvements and to a lesser extent launchable rock trench
improvements have been constructed at various locations in the Parkway over
the past 20 years. In selecting which of these methods of protection should be
deployed, the Corps will coordinate closely with the Sacramento County
Department of Parks and Recreation, the National Park Service, the other
Federal and State agencies responsible for managing the resources of the
Parkway, and non-governmental stakeholders. In carrying out this effort, the
Corps will coordinate through the formal and informal processes that have
been created to facilitate management of the Parkway. Where erosion
protection is needed to meet established flood risk reduction objectives, the
selection of the method of protection will be based on a determination of
which method would do the most to protect valuable Parkway land, fish and
wildlife resources, and recreational facilities considering both the short term
impacts of construction and the long term effects of any mitigation measures
included in the design of the project.

We would add that the vegetation and aesthetic resources of the parkway should not be
unnecessarily sacrificed, that they contribute to the parkway’s extraordinary and
outstandingly remarkable values, and that we believe that the above coordination
commitment applies here as well.23 Moreover, we expect that project decisions along the
Sacramento River and tributary creeks to the American River will be well coordinated as

23  See §10(a) of the National Wild & Scenic Rivers Act. “Each component of the national wild and
scenic rivers system shall be administered in such manner as to protect and enhance the values which
caused it to be included in said system without, insofar as is consistent therewith, limiting other uses that
do not substantially interfere with public use and enjoyment of these values.  In such administration
primary emphasis shall be given to protecting its esthetic, scenic, historic, archaeologic, and scientific
features.” (emphasis added)
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well, recognizing, of course, that authorities and responsibilities along these waterways
may differ.

dEIS/EIR p. 69: The “Regulatory Setting” bullet points here and in other portions of the
dEIS/EIR should give more careful consideration of whether to include the state and
federal wild and scenic river acts. Water resources projects including bank protection
projects need to get WSRA §7 sign offs from the National Park Service. Under the
California WSRA, each agency makes its own determination of consistency (PRC
5093.61), although the Resources Agency is responsible for coordinating state agency
actions and decisions (PRC 5093.60).

dEIS/EIR p. 70: The document notes that “[t]he project area is divided into two basins—
American River North and American River South.” These may be congruent with the
pre-leveed natural flood-deposition basins on either side of the American River: the
American Basin to the north, and the Sacramento Basin to the south. Since professional
and academic use will be made of the GRR, it may be helpful to explain their
equivalence or how the terms differ. For example, the portion of the American Basin
surrounded by levees in Natomas is often called the Natomas Basin. These three basins
are nicely displayed in GRR Appendix E, but the relationships between geomorphic
forms could use better discussion.

dEIS/EIR p. 75: Table 8 compares pre and post Joint Federal Project (JFP) outflows for
modeled year frequency events. We were unaware that the operational rules for the JFP
had been completed, presumably a prerequisite for making these predictions. We would
be interesting in learning what rule assumptions were made to construct Table 8 and
Figure 7 on the following page.

dEIS/EIR p. 81: Will the trigger for the use of the expanded Sacramento Weir and
Bypass be when a Folsom Release of greater than 115,000 cfs is made or will it be tied to
a hydrology analysis of higher inflow into or outflow from Folsom Reservoir than the
modeled 1/100 ACE event (as it exists now or in the future)? See our remarks above
about the wisdom of making this commitment at this time.

dEIS/EIR p. 102, 2nd ¶, 1st sentence: Substitute “effect” for “affect.”

dEIS/EIR p. 103: Vegetation, both temporary and long-term, are clearly one of the big
potential adverse impacts of the Project and revegetation, whether natural or artificial,
is a major potential mitigation for the GRR. It is critical, as noted at this page, that
[d]uring the design refinement phase, plans will be evaluated to reduce the impacts on
vegetation and wildlife to the extent practicable.” This is a high-visibility parkway. This
commitment needs to be serious and meaningful and that the words “extent practicable”
are not misused.

dEIS/EIR p. 111: The hypothesis that “high flows in the American River would have a
large impact on the American River Parkway as the berms disappear from continued
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high flows against erodible material” has yet to be thoroughly and in detail reviewed
outside of the GRR team and consultants. As noted earlier, a wider, more public
technical reach-by-reach discussion is warranted. We’ll all have to spend more time with
GRR Appendix C, Attachments C & E.

dEIS/EIR p. 116: As noted earlier, there needs to be a review of the Regulatory Setting
sections in the dEIS/EIR on whether the state and federal wild and scenic river acts
belong in the bulleted list of regulatory statutes. They certainly do here. Anadromous
fisheries are listed outstandingly remarkable or extraordinary values.

dEIS/EIR p. 148: Please see our earlier remarks regarding the status of the levee ACE
vegetation policy. This policy is supposed to be under review.

If the existing ETL is not changed and is still enforced, in addition to the infeasible forb
and annual grass prohibition, a variance of more than the lower waterside vegetation
would be required. Corps policy is also to prohibit plantings of woody plants that may
throw roots into levee critical features, regardless of distance from the levee.

The premise of a SWIF is to eventually comply with the Corps’ vegetation policy. This
slow deforestation of the landside woody, forb, and annual vegetation (and some levee
vegetation?) and the planting prohibition where roots may reach the levee or levee
foundation is controversial and not fully accepted by state and federal natural resources
agencies. We certainly agree that “collaborative intergovernmental framework[s]” in
“complex situations” “will take time,” particularly as the Corps and the State of
California and federal resource agencies review existing vegetation management
policies.

dEIS/EIR p. 149: Please list the NPS among the agencies from which to obtain
“necessary permits and authorizations.” We are pleased that “[t]he Corps would adhere
to all applicable…laws…during implementation.”

dEIS/EIR p. 149: The Bay Delta Conservation Plan with its focus of an HCP and NCCP
to recover listed species and co-equal goals appears to have been abandoned, replaced
by an effort to construct tunnels under the Delta to deliver Sacramento River water to
the export pumps and to mitigate their impact.

dEIS/EIR p. 291: We hope that the project, as implemented, will not have significant
environmental impacts from loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat and loss of aesthetic
and visual resources. In other words, we note that Project proponents have described
the environmental documents supporting the potential Corps and Assistant Secretary
for Civil Works recommendations for this GRR reauthorization as describing the
maximum project adverse impacts. Project proponents hope to avoid some of the
described project impacts during preconstruction engineering and design. That is our
hope and expectation as well.
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Comment Attachments

The first two one-page attachments (appended to this PDF) document historic American
River floods as measured by flood peaks of hydrographs by estimation method. If you
have different estimates and more detailed references, let’s discuss this. The second
attachment (also appended to this PDF) compares estimated flood peaks and compares
them with current and contemplated reservoir design floods. Your assistance in better
referencing this document would also be appreciated. The last attachment is an outline
of the GRR and dEIS/EIR with questions and comments in italics prepared by a
consultant with considerable experience on the American River based on a preliminary
initial review. It is in an accompanying docx file. Hopefully, these questions can be
addressed in the Response to Comments and the “formal and informal processes that
have been created to facilitate management of the Parkway” that project sponsors have
committed to engage in.

Sincerely,

Ronald Stork
Friends of the River
1418 20th Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95811
(916) 442-3155 x 220
rstork@friendsoftheriver.org

Stephen Green, President
Save the American River Association
4441 Auburn Blvd. Suite H,
Sacramento, CA  95841-4139
(916) 482-2551 
gsg444@sbcglobal.net

Sean Wirth
Co-chair, Habitat 2020
Environmental Council of Sacramento
PO Box 1526
Sacramento, CA 95812
(916) 832-9905
wirthsoscranes@yahoo.com
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AMERICAN RIVER RECORD HIGH FLOWS (Rain Floods) (Top 11)
Unregulated Conditions at Fair Oaks (in cubic feet per second) 

Year Peak Flow 1-Day Mean 3-Day Mean
Measure of Design Flow
for ARWP Alternatives

Other Mean Flows

February 1986 259,000 cfs
Personal

Communication w/
ACE, MBK, & USBR 

171,000 cfs
1998 ACE (American

River Rain Flood
Frequency Analysis)

166,000 cfs
1998 ACE

204,000 cfs, 1-Day
Mean, 255,000 cfs peak
1987 Folsom Dam Water
Control Manual (WCM). 

January 1997 298,000 cfs
Personal Communication
w/, ACE, MBK, & USBR
255,000 cfs FEAT Report

248,921 cfs
1998 ACE

164,252 cfs
1998 ACE

120,106 cfs, 5-Day
Mean, 1998 ACE

December, 1964 260,000 cfs
1987 Folsom WCM

183,240 cfs
1998 ACE

140,339 cfs
1998 ACE

106,436 cfs, 5-Day
Mean, 1998 ACE

 January, 1862
(flow estimates)

-320, 000 cfs, 
unpublished USBR 1998;
265,000 cfs  1941,  ACE;
-280,000 cfs COE 1974 

USBR 1983 

-147,000 cfs 
1999 NRC 

December 1955 219,000 cfs
1987 Folsom WCM

189,070 cfs
1998 ACE

127,449 cfs
1998 ACE

89,784 cfs, 5-Day
Mean, 1998 ACE

January, 2006 201,000 cfs est. 
MBK

November,
1950

180,000 cfs
1987 Folsom WCM

132,000 cfs
1998 ACE

107,500 cfs
1998 ACE

80,940 cfs, 5-Day
Mean, 1998 ACE

March, 1928 163,000 cfs
1987 Folsom WCM

119,000 cfs
1998 ACE

98,167 cfs
1998 ACE

73,340 cfs, 5-Day
Mean, 1998 ACE

February, 1963 240,000 cfs
1987 Folsom WCM

152,813 cfs
1998 ACE

93,881 cfs
1998 ACE

64,030 cfs, 5-Day
Mean, 1998 ACE

March, 1907 156,000 cfs
1987 Folsom WCM

105,000 cfs
1998 ACE

87,833 cfs
1998 ACE

78,500 cfs, 5-Day
Mean, 1998 ACE

January, 1909 119,000 cfs
1987 Folsom WCM

98,000 cfs
1998 ACE

87,167 cfs
1998 ACE

70,300 cfs, 5-Day
Mean, 1998 ACE

Historic High Flow Table References

American River Project, Rain Flood Flow Frequency Analysis, American River at Fair Oaks, (Unregulated
Conditions), ACE, February 3, 1998. (draft)

American River Watershed Project, California, (ARWP), ACE, The Reclamation Board, SAFCA, March, 1996.
Auburn-Folsom South Unit American River Division Central Valley Project, Information Pertaining to Unit

Reauthorization Legislation Presently Before the Congress (H.R. 2219), Bureau of Reclamation, July 1983.
Discharge Rating Curves of American River at Fair Oaks and at Folsom, Leslie Bossen, ACE, August, 1941.
Final Report, Governor’s Flood Emergency Action Team, (FEAT Report) May 10, 1997.
Auburn-Folsom South Unit, Amendment to the Final EIS and Supplement, Vol. 2, ACE comments,  Sept., 1974.
, Folsom Dam and Lake, American River, California, Water Control Manual, Plate 21, Appendix VII to Master Water

Control Manual, Sacramento River Basin, California, ACE Sacramento District, December 1987.
MBK — MBK Consulting Civil Engineers, Sacramento, California.

FOR,  August 7, 2006
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Current System with variable storage,
slurry-walled levees, and stabilized banks
(as authorized in 1944, 1949, 1996 and 1999)

360,000 cfs

1862

1997

1964

1928

1850 A.D.

1986

Record American River Floods, Existing and Authorized Flood Control Project Performance

Flood Control
Project

Performance

With improvements to
Folsom Dam operations
and/or the Sacramento and
Yolo bypasses

(298,000)

(259,000)(260,000)

(163,000)

1955
(219,000)

1950
(180,000)

1963
(240,000)

1907
(156,000)

1909
(119,000)

mean estimates range
from  260,000-320,000

Largest Historic Floods

2006

470,000 cfs Joint Federal Project
(existing combined Corps and Bureau of 
Reclamation authority to modify Folsom Dam
for flood-control and dam-safety purposes)

June 12, 2006

1

1 "Project performance" is here defined by the runoff volume 
(as measured by the flood peak of the unregulated “design flood” 
hydrograph) that a particular flood-control system can reliably 
accommodate. In dam-controlled watersheds, use of unregulated 
(total flow into rivers and storage) runoff-volume hydrographs 
allows planners to easily compare the performance of past, existing, 
and planned flood-control projects against historic, modern, and 
hypothetical storm-runoff events.

(201,000)
(estimated)
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Draft 5/8/15          
 
 

DRAFT General Reevaluation Report - EIS/EIR  (March 2015). 

o Executive summary: 
 Introduction (1): 
 Purpose and intended uses of this EIS/EIR (1): 
 Study area (2): 
 Project background (2-4): 
 Need of action (4-5): 
 Alternatives (5-7): 

• No action alternative (5): 

• Alternative 1 – improve levees (5): 

• Alternative 2 – improve levees and widen Sacto. weir and bypass (TSP) (6-7): 
 Environmental effects and mitigation measures (7-8): 

• TABLE ES.2: Environmental impacts and proposed mitigation/compensation for the 
ARCF GRR: (8) 

• TABLE  ES.3:  Summary of environmental effects and mitigation measures: (10-16) 
 Cumulative impacts (8): 
 Areas of controversy and unresolved issues (8): 
 Public involvement (9): 
 Tentatively selected plan (TSP) (9 
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o 1.0 Introduction (1-19): 
 1.1 Scope of the environmental analysis (1-3): 
 1.2 Project location and study area (2): 

• 1.2.1 Location (2): 
• 1.2.2 Study area (2-3): 

 1.3 Background an history of the Amer. R. Common Features Project (3-7): 
 1.4 Project purpose and need for action (8-14): 

• 1.4.1 Seepage and underseepage (9): 

• 1.4.2 Levee erosion (910): 

• 1.4.3 Levee stability (10): 

• 1.4.4 Levee overtopping (10-11): 

• 1.4.5 Vegetation and encroachment compliance (11-13): 
o System Wide Improvements Framework (SWIF) (12): 

o An agreement between the Corps and the non-federal sponsor that 
 Allows the local maintenance agency (LMA) to defer 

compliance with ETL 1110-2-583. 
 Provides that the LMA would address landside vegetation and 

encroachment issues through 

• Implementation of their standard O&M actions over 
time. 

 Vegetation not impacted by construction would be addressed 

• By the LMA in accordance with 
o State’s Levee Vegetation Management 

Strategy in the CVFPP 
 Over the next 20-40 years. 

o Will be planned and implemented by the non-federal sponsor 
 Will include the flowing criteria. 

• List and short discussion. 
o Vegetation variance (13): 

o Will be sought by the Sacto District to comply with 
 ETL 1110-2-583 

• On the waterside of levees. 
o The request required the Corps to show that the  

• Safety 

• Structural integrity  

• Functionality 
 Of the levees would be retained 

• If vegetation were to remain in place. 
o An evaluation of  

o Underseepage 
o Waterside embankment slope stability 

• Was completed by Corps geotechnical engineers. 
 For a Sacto River location (Levee Mile 5.92)  

• As representative of the most critical 
 Channel and levee geometry 
 Underseepage 
 Slope stability 
 Vegetation 
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o Conditions. 
 Results showed that   

• Tree fall and scour did not significantly affect levee 
performance 

• The levee meets Corps seepage and slope stability 
criteria 

o Considering that 
 Seepage 
 Slope stability  

o “With-project” improvement measures are 
in place. 

• It is reasonable to conclude that by 
o Allowing vegetation to remain 

 Safety 
 Structural; integrity 
 Functionality 

o Of Sacto. River levees would be retained. 
o What about American River issues? 

o Vegetation variance request would be developed  
 During design phase 

• To allow for vegetation to remain on the lower 
portion of waterside levees. 

• Vegetation on the upper waterside slope would be 
removed as part of project construction. 

o If a variance is not approved 
 Recommendations for this portion of the  project 

• Will be reformulated 
o Further environmental compliance efforts 

would be required. 
o If this variance is to apply to the American 

River, and if it is not approved; what 
additional vegetation impacts will occur on 
the LAR? 

• 1.4.6 Releases from Folsom Dam (13-14): 

• 1.4.7 Flood management system (14): 
 1.5 Environmental regulatory framework and authority (14-16): 

• 1.5.1 NEPA (14): 

• 1.5.2 CEQA (14-15): 

• 1.5.3 State and local planning (15): 

• 1.5.4 Study authority (15-16): 
 1.6 Intended use of this document (16): 
 1.7 Related documents and resources relied on in preparation of this DEIS/DEIR (16- 17): 
 1.8 Application of NEPA and CEQA principle and terminology (17-18 ): 
 1.9 Organization of the DEIS/DEIR (18-19): 
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o 2.0 Alternatives (20-53): 
 2.1 Introduction (20-25): 

• 2.2.1 Alternative formulation and screening (20-22): 
o Future without Project condition (21-22): 

• 2.2.2 Measures and alternative considered, but eliminated from future consideration (22-
25): 

o Upstream storage on the American River (Auburn Dam) (22): 
o Transitory storage in upstream basins (23): 
o Yolo bypass improvements (23): 
o Reoperation of upstream reservoirs (24): 
o Sacramento River I St. bridge diversion structure (24-25: 
o Non-structural measures (25): 

 2.2 Non action alternative (25-26): 
 2.3 Alternative 1 – improved levees (26-42): 

• 2.3.1 American River (30- 31): 
o Levees would require improvements to address erosion. 

 Consisting of waterside armoring to prevent erosion 

• Of banks and levees 
o If unaddressed could potentially undermine 

levee foundations. 
o What level of uncertainty/certainty does this 

“could potentially” imply? 
o Bank protection (30): 

o Consists in placing rock on 
 Banks and in some cases levees 

o When necessary eroded portion of banks would be filled and 
compacted prior to rock placement. 

o What conditions make this “necessary”? 
o Sites would be prepared by 

• Clearing and stripping prior to construction 
o Small vegetation and loose material would 

be removed 
 In most cases 

• Large vegetation would be left in place. 
o What size criteria are to be used for 

small/large? 
o If large trees are left in place will the 

amount be specified by hydraulic modeling 
of conveyance? 

o If large trees are left in place, when they die 
will they be replaced; will natural 
revegetation be allowed or even possible 
with the rocked surface? 

o If these trees are expected to die and not be 
replaced how should these trees be counted 
for impact/mitigation purposes? 
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o Because of these questions/issues, should the 
recreation and visual impact assessment be 
based on no trees at all on these banks? 

o Temporary access ramps would be developed 
 If needed 

o In what conditions would access ramps not 
be needed? 

o Hauled revetment rock will be stored on-site immediately near the 
construction site. 

 A loader will move rock to the staging area. 
o An excavator will place a large rock berm 

 In the water to an elevation slightly above mean summer flow 
elevation 

o A berm using large rock or a large berm 
using rock? 

o This berm is not indicated on Figure 1. 
 A planting trench would be established on this rock surface 

• For revegetation. 
o The excavator would work to place rock either 

 From the top of bank 
 From the constructed berm 

o On levees 
 Rock placement will be from the top of levees. 

o On banks 
 The revetment would be placed at slopes of 

• 2V:1H to 3V:1H 
o Depending on site conditions. 
o This must be a typo – 2:1 and 3:1 slopes 

(2H:1V and 3H:1V). 
 After placing revetment 

• A small planting berm would be constructed in the 
rock 

 Where feasible 
o To allow some revegetation of the site 
o Outside the vegetation free zone as required 

by ETL 1110-2-583 
o This planting berm is not indicated on 

Figure 1. 
• This vegetation will be designed on a site specific 

basis to 
o Minimize O&M 
o Not impact the channel conveyance. 

o Launchable rock trench (31): 
o Designed to deploy revetment once erosion has removed the bank 

material beneath it. 
 Will be placed outside the channel. 

o Vegetation would be removed from the trench footprint and levee 
slopes 
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 Prior to trench excavation. 
o Trench will be located at the toe of existing levees 

 Will have a 

• River-side slope of 1:1 

• Levee-side slope of 2:1 
 The bottom of the trench would be constructed to an elevation 

near the summer mean water surface. 

• In order to reduce the; 
o Rock launching distance 
o Amount of rock required 
o With the design depth and slopes, this 

configuration seems to maximize the amount 
of rock required? 

o Trench rock will be covered with a minimum of 3 ft. of stockpiled soil. 
o Rock placed on levee surfaces would be covered with stockpiled soil. 

o Will soil be placed with the launchable rock 
in the trench to prevent progressive 
infiltration of surface soil into rock voids 
and prevent surface subsidence? 

o Could the excess excavated soils be used to 
in-fill mine tailings at restoration sites?  
This would require the restoration sites to 
have working plans and to have the cobbles 
pre-graded. 

o All disturbed areas would be reseeded with 
o Native grasses 
o Small shrubs 

 Where appropriate. 
o What conditions make it inappropriate? 

 Some vegetation could be permitted over the trench 
o If planted outside the specified vegetation 

free zone required by ETL 1110-2-581. 

• This vegetation would likely be limited to 
o Native grasses 
o Shrubs 
o Trees with shallow root systems 

 To ensure the functionality of the 
launchable rock trench. 

• This vegetation would only be permitted;  
o If it does not put undue burden on 

maintaining agencies 
o If it is in locations that do not interfere with 

channel conveyance capacity. 
o These limitations seem to prohibit the use of 

the trench sites for riparian restoration. 
• 2.3.2 Sacramento River (31-36): 

• 2.3.3 East side tributaries (37-39): 

• 2.3.4 O&M (40-42): 
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o ARFCD (41) 
o Maintenance Area #9 (41): 
o City of Sacramento (41-42): 

 2.4 Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (41-47 ): 

• 2.4.1 Sacramento weir and bypass (44): 

• 2.4.2 American River (44): 

• 2.4.3 Sacramento River (45): 

• 2.4.4 East side tributaries (45): 

• 2.4.5 O&M (47): 
o DWR (47): 

 2.5 Comparison of alternatives (47-53): 

  



8 
 

o 3.0 Affected environment and environmental consequences (54-277): 
 3.1 Introduction (54): 
 3.2 Geological resources (54-58): 

• Regulatory setting (54-55): 
o Federal 
o State 

• Existing conditions (55-58): 
o Geology (55-56): 
o Seismicity (56-57): 
o Soils (57): 
o Minerals (57): 

 3.3 Land use (58-69): 
• 3.3.1 Environmental setting (58-61): 

o Regulatory setting (58): 
 ARPP 
 Sacto. Co. General plan 
 Sacto. City General Plan 
 Yolo Co, General Plan 
 SAFCA Join Powers Agreement 

o Existing conditions (59-61): 
 General discussion of region 

o ARN (59-61): 
 Includes the ARP 
 ARPP; 

o Defines the ARP land uses 
o Acts as the management plan for the federal 

and state W&SR Acts. 

• Goal is to 
 Provide 
 Protect 
 Enhance 

o The ARP  
 For public uses. 

• Human developments and facilities 
o Are prohibited in “Open Space Preserve 

Areas” 
 Except as necessary to protect 
 Public health 
 Safety 
 Welfare 
 Habitat restoration. 

• Flood control-related polices include; 
o Flood control agencies should continue to 

maintain, and improve, where required, the 
reliability of the existing public flood 
control system along the LAR to meet the 
need to provide a high level of flood 
protection to the heavily urbanized 
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floodplain along the LAR consistent with 
other major urban areas.  This effort is 
expected to include raising and 
strengthening the levees as necessary to 
safely contain very high flows (up to 
160,000 cfs) for a sustained period. 

o Flood control projects, including levee 
protection projects and vegetation removal 
for flood control purposes, shall be designed 
to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on he 
ARP, including impacts to wildlife and 
wildlife corridors.  To the extent that 
adverse impacts are unavoidable, 
appropriate feasible compensatory 
mitigation shall be part of the project.  Such 
mitigation should be close to the site of the 
adverse impact, unless such mitigation 
creates other undesirable impacts. 

o Where feasible, multi-use buffers should be 
created on the landside of levees, including 
additional access points from public streets 
that enhance levee O&M activities, improve 
flood fight capabilities, provide 
opportunities to relocate or expand levees or 
supporting stability berms, if required, and 
support recreational opportunities. 

o Vegetation in the ARP should be 
appropriately managed to maintain the 
structural integrity and conveyance capacity 
of the flood control system, consistent with 
the need to provide a high level of flood 
protection to the heavily urbanized 
floodplain along the LAR and in a manner 
that preserves the environmental, aesthetic, 
and recreation quality of the ARP. 

o Flood control berms, leeves and other 
facilities should be, to the extent consistent 
with proper O&M of these facilities, open to 
the public for approved uses, such as hiking 
biking and other recreational activities. 

o Public facilities and private encroachments 
that inappropriately constrain the operation 
and maintenance of the flood-control system 
should be redesigned or relocated. 

o The flood control system should be 
maintained in a condition that ensures 
adequate flood fighting capability, 
consistent with demands of protecting a 
heavily developed floodplain. 
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o Bank scour and erosion shall be proactively 
managed to protect public levees and 
infrastructure, such as bridges, piers, power 
lines, habitat and recreational resources.  
These erosion control projects, which may 
include efforts to anchor berms and banks 
with rock revetment, shall be designed to 
minimize damage to riparian vegetation and 
wildlife habitat, and should include a 
revegetation program that screens the 
project from public view, provides for a 
naturalistic appearance to the site, and 
restores affected wildlife habitat values. 

o Project to address bank stabilization and 
erosion that are threatening privately-owned 
structures shall; secure appropriate permits.  
The engineering of these projects should 
give preference to biotechnical or non-
structural alternative, where feasible, over 
alternatives involving revetments, bank re-
grading, or installation of river training 
structures.  Use of rubble, gunnite, 
bulkheads, or similar material in these 
projects is prohibited. 

o It is recognized that flood control agencies 
have the authority to take actions(s) to 
prevent or respond to flood emergencies 
occurring in or adjacent to the ARP.  In the 
event that these actions(s) have an adverse 
impact on biological resources in excess of 
the estimated impacts of the projected flood 
damage to such resources, the agency(ies) 
undertaking the emergency work will 
implement feasible compensatory mitigation 
measures pursuant to Policies.  Nothing in 
the Policy shall be construed to interfere 
with the existing authority of flood control 
agencies to prevent or respond to an 
emergency situation occurring in or adjacent 
to the ARP. 

o ARS (61): 
o Sacramento bypass (61): 

• 3.3.2 Methodology and basis of significance (62): 
o Methodology (62): 

 Determine the effects of the project on land use plans 

• Including; 
o ARPP 
o Sacto. Co. General Plan and zoning code 
o Sacto. City General Plan and zoning code 
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o Yolo Co, General Plan and zoning code 
o Basis of significance (62): 

o Effect are considered significant if any one of the following results; 
 Conflict with any land use plan, policy, regulation. 
 Conflict with approved Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural 

Community Conservation Plan. 
 Physically divide an established community 
 Displace substantial numbers of people, 

• Necessitating the construction or replacement 
housing elsewhere. 

• 3.3.3 No action alternative (62-63): 
o The waterside berm in the ARP would erode overtime 

• Resulting in the loss of ARP lands. 
 Timing is unknown 

o Is there a Corps’ estimate of potential land, 
habitat, and recreational facility losses that 
will be due to the No Action Alt.? 

o The ARPP designated most of the lands within the project area for 
o Natural 
o Recreational 
o Habitat enhanced 

• Uses. 
o Alt. is inconsistent with the ARPP 

 Would be considered a significant effect. 

• 3.3.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (63-67): 
o Barrow sites (63-64): 
o American River (64): 

 Approximately 11 mi of erosion protection needs has been 
identified. 

• Erosion protection approaches could be 
o Luanchable rock trench 
o Bank protection 

o ARPP policies address flood risk reduction 

• Overall aim of facilitating flood risk reduction 
activities in a manner that  

o Provide optimum protection to ARP 
resources; 

 Open space 
 Recreation 
 Fish and wildlife 

 Consistent with these policies 
o Bank protection improvements 
o Some launchable rock trench improvements 

• Have been constructed over the past 20 years 
o At various locations. 

o To select improvement methods (bank protection//launchable rock 
trench) to be used 

 The Corps will coordinate closely with 
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o SCRP 
o NPS 
o Other state and federal agencies 

 Responsible for resource 
management 

o NGO stakeholders 

• Will coordinate through  
 Formal processes 
 Informal processes 

o That have been created to facilitate ARP 
management. 

o Where erosion protection is needed 
o To meet established flood risk reduction 

objectives 
 Selection of improvement methods to be used 

• Will be based on 
o Which most protects ARP resource values 

 ARP lands 
 Fish and wildlife 
 Recreational facilities 

o Considering 
 Short-term construction impacts 
 Long-term effects of mitigation 

measures. 
o Launchable rock trench (65): 

 Would minimize land use changes 

• For the 11 mi of erosion protection proposed. 
 Construction activities; 

• Could cause temporary LU changes 
 Within the levee structure 
 Adjacent waterside berm 
 Channel bank 

o Changes include lands for 
 Staging areas 
 Construction footprint 

• As construction progresses along the levee 
o Completed areas will be returned to their 

prior use. 
o Except; 

 A 15 ft. vegetation free zone on the 
waterside of the levee. 

 With a maximum trench width of 70 ft. 

• 65 ac will be disturbed. 
o At design trench slopes (2:1 and 1:1) (p31), 

a 70 ft. wide trench would be 23 ft. deep 
(70/3=23.3), if it has no bottom width. 
Design specifications (Figure 1) indicate 
varying trench bottom widths so 
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independently estimating trench top-widths 
is not possible here. However I’m thinking 
that most of the levee toe elevations are 
about 20 ft above with lowflow water 
surface which indicates that, if there is to be 
any bottom-trench width at all, maximum 
trench surfaces may be in excess of 70 ft.  It 
is possible that 70 ft. could be the average 
trench surface width. 

o Does this exclude staging areas, temporary 
ramps and access/construction roads? 

 These areas are presently 

• A 15 ft. wide maintenance road 

• Additional lands containing 
o Riparian habitat 

 Intermixed with  
 Recreation facilities 
 Open space 

 Post-construction 

• The maintenance road at the toe of the levee will be 
replace to original condition 

• Some construction ramps may remain for 
maintenance access 

o In coordination with 
 SCRP 
 ARFCD 

• Construction roads not needed for maintenance 
o Would be returned to original condition 

• The riparian areas would be replanted with 
vegetation. 

• Re-establishing riparian habitat would take many 
years 

o Replanting requirements and limitation (p 
31) seem to severely limit the types and 
amount of revegetation. 

o Riparian re-establishment on or off-site?  If 
on-site, planting requirements/limitations 
imply that no deep-rooted trees would be 
involved so why would on-site re-
establishment take so long?  

• Recreation facilities will be replaced to original 
condition 

o In coordination with SCRP 
 No LU changes,  

• Except;  
o 15 ft. maintenance road 
o Vegetation free zone 

 Alt 1. is in compliance with ARPP 
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• LU impacts are considered less than significant 
o No mitigation is required. 
o In the No Action Alt. the Corps attribute 

land and resource losses due to ongoing 
erosion as a significant LU impact that is 
not consistent with ARPP.  The proper 
functioning of the launchable rock 
trenches anticipates (and depends on) 
ongoing bank erosion and retreat to launch 
the rocks.  When the rocks are launched 
there will be a continuous revetment slope 
from the levee toe to the eroded channel 
margin.  This slope will be absent of 
habitat and recreation values.  Why are   
these impacts, which are implicit to the 
expected proper functioning of the project 
as designed, not counted as project 
impacts? 

o Bank protection (65-66): 
 Bank protection may be used  

• Instead of launchable rock trenches 
o To reduce riparian habitat impacts. 

 Construction stage; 

• Access would be 
o From existing maintenance roads and ramps 
o Additional roads and ramps could be 

required 
 To the bank for rock placement. 

• Staging areas required to store rock. 

• Construction site locations are presently unknown 
o However new access roads will be designed 

to 
 Minimize natural resource impacts. 

 Design would not change existing LU designations 

• Therefore effects to LU are considered less than 
significant 

o No mitigation would be required. 

• (Riparian habitat loss mitigation is discussed in Veg 
& Wildlife Section) 

o Sacramento River (66): 
o East side tributaries (66-67): 

• 3.3.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (67-68): 

• 3.3.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (68-69): 
o American River (68-69): 

o ARPP Flood Control Polices include; 
 Mitigation is defined as any project-related action taken to 

minimize or avoid an impact to the physical environment, or 
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any action designed to replace, repair, or restore a resource 
that was physically affected by a project. 

 Construction projects on the ARP should be designed to first, 
avoid adverse environmental impacts; second, minimize 
adverse environmental impacts; and, third replace, repair, or 
restore adversely impacts resource as close as feasibly in time 
and place to the impact. 

 Impacts are defined as any physical change to the 
environment, including but not limited to aesthetics, 
recreational facilities, and access points, water quality, soils, 
and all biological resources, such as native and non-native 
vegetation, aquatic habitat, fisheries, and special-status 
species.  Noise, air quality (including fugitive dust), artificial 
lighting, and other impacts associated with construction 
activities are also considered to be impacts to avoid, minimize, 
and mitigate. 

o ARPP states in the Flood Control Policy section; 
 Flood control project, including levee protection projects and 

vegetation removed for flood control purposes, shall be 
designed to avoids or minimize adverse ARP impacts, 
including impacts to wildlife and wildlife corridors.  To the 
extent that adverse impacts are unavoidable, appropriate 
feasible compensatory mitigation shall be part of the project.  
Such mitigation should be close to the site of the adverse 
impact, unless such mitigation creates other undesirable 
impacts. 

o Mitigation for lands converted from Parkway lands 
 To flood control uses 

• Will be mitigated 
o With fees to the Sacto. Co. under the Habitat 

Restoration Program Fees’ 
 To be used for natural resource 

protection or enhancement and for 
land acquisition. 

o Under either Alternative and for either the 
bank protection of the launchable rock 
trench approach, how are these land areas 
to be computed?  Is the Corps talking about 
land as land area, or land under changing 
uses and LU designations? 

o Sacramento River (69): 
o East site tributaries (69): 

 3.4 Hydrology and hydraulics (69-82): 
• 3.4.1 Environmental setting (69-76): 

o Regulatory setting (69): 
o Federal: 

 Clean water act 1972 
 Safe drinking act 1974 
 National flood insurance program 
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o State: 
 Porter-Cologne water quality control act 1970. 

o Existing conditions (70-76): 
o Geomorphic conditions (70-71): 

 A short and somewhat strange discussion w/o importance. 
o Sedimentation (71-73): 

 As a result of SN hydraulic mining in the late 1800’s 

• The Sacto R. and major tributaries aggraded 10-15 ft.  

• Since then they have gradually incised into residual 
mining debris. 

 Transport of SN mining debris into and through the Delta 

•  probably  continued into the mid 1900’s 
 Many researchers believe 

• The present sediment loading of the Sacto. R. is 
approaching pre-gold rush levels. 

 A sediment analysis was not completed for this study 
 A Sacto. basin wide  sediment study was conducted under the  

• Sacramento River Bank Protection Project (NHC, 
2012). 

o Objectives were to 
 Investigate sediment transport 

processes in the Sacrto R. and 
major tributaries/distributaries. 

o HEC-6T sediment transport 1-D model 
 For the Sacto, American, Feather 

Rivers. 
 Computes streambed profile 

aggradation and degradation 
 Over the course of a hydrologic 

event. 
 Long-term simulation of the LAR 

• Most of the 22 mile LAR is actively degrading. 

• RM 22-12 
o 9-10 ft. of degradation 

 For both the 50 and 100 year 
periods 

• RM 11-12 
o 3-4 ft. of aggradation 
o (Timeframe not specified) 

• RM 0-11 
o Max of 15-16 ft. of degradation 

 50 year period 
o Max of 19-20 ft. of degradation 

 100 year period  

• Average LAR  degradation 
o 50 year period 

 Thalweg – 5.39 ft. 
 Average channel bed- 4.83 ft. 
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o 100 year period; 
 Thalweg - 6.42 ft. 
 Average channel bed- 5.84 ft. 

o These modelling results are non-sensible – 
at least w/o further discussion and 
explanation.   

 Were the cemented/indurated clay 
channel bed nick points considered 
and what influence would they have 
on channel degradation upstream 
of their locations over these 
timelines? Can very deep channel 
sections be expected to develop and 
survive upstream of the several 
clay-channel bed nick points? 

 What is the volume of sediment 
predicted by this modelling to be 
lost in the LAR over these 
timelines? 

 Where does this sediment go? 
 Have they overlooked that the LAR 

channel is drowned downstream of 
RM 5 (due to geologic timescale 
sea level rise) and that now and in 
the future (increasing rates of sea 
level rise), out-fluxing of coarse 
sediment past this point is not 
likely.  What are the implications of 
this sea-level rise process on long-
term degradation/aggradation in 
the RM 5-7 reach? 

 Does the 15-20 ft. of degradation in 
RM 0-11 reach imply that over 
these timelines (50-100 yrs.) the SN 
mining debris sand in the LAR 
system has become exhausted? 

• Irregular channel reaches may not be adequately 
represented by this model 

 Especially in braided reaches above 
RM 8. 

o There are no really braided channel plan 
forms on the LAR upstream of RM 8 except 
possibly a 0.5 mi section at about RM 14/15 
(this is really just a short reach recently 
experiencing over-loaded sediment influx in 
conjunction with erodible banks – local 
widening and the development of multiple 
channels.  This “braided” feature is in the 
process of change and could develop into a 
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single thread channel with time).  The 
complex channel in the RM 11-12 reach is 
the result of the breaching of off-channel 
gravel pits – not channel braiding.  The 
complex channel configuration at RM 9 
downstream of the Watt bridge is due to a 
natural process of sediment deposition and 
channel re-configuring resulting from late-
date gravel bar mining and the resulting 
over-widened channel – this is not channel 
braiding.  The source of the sediment that is 
being deposited downstream of the Watt 
bridge is most likely due to ongoing scour in 
the 0.5 mi of channel upstream of the Watt 
bridge. At about RM 6 there is a 0.5 mi 
braided reach that is due to coarse sediment 
deposition at the head of the drowned LAR 
channel reach (RM 0-5) (due to geologic 
time-scale sea level rise). This is the 
expected final location of all coarse 
sediment transported through the LAR.  

o Application of generalized results in 
irregular reaches may be subject to errors. 

o Further site-specific analysis could 
potentially reduce the error. 

o In general the mode results conform to 
records of channel degradation at the Fair 
Oaks Gage.  

• Potential implications of model results; 
o Degraded bed can 

 Increase stress on  
 Levee toes 
 Berm toes 
 Can increase scour in unrevetted 

reaches. 
o Aggraded bed can 

 Increase floodflow water surface 
elevations 

 Reduce flood conveyance 
o American River channel stability (73-74): 

 “LAR – Erosion Susceptibility Analysis for Infrequent Events 
(Ayers 2012) 

o 2-D hydraulic model 
 115.000 cfs 
 140,000 cfs 
 160,000 cfs 

• Analyses have been completed; 
o  Many more are still underway 
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 To understand overall channel 
stability. 

• Additional information in Civil Design and 
Geotechnical appendices. 

• Pending result will not affect the following 
conclusions: 

o The LAR is degrading under present 
operational conditions 

o LAR is sediment starved.   
 Bedrock has been reached as far 

downstream as Guy West Bridge 
which is slowing further 
degradation.  

 Without significant bed slope 
reduction, it will now tend to erode 
laterally to satisfy need for 
sediment. 

o This conclusion seems to contradict the 
predictions of significant channel 
degradation noted above. 

o Hydraulic modeling shows areas of bank 
and levees where allowable velocities for 
vegetation cover are exceeded   

 These site need to be evaluated in 
more detail to determine is a levee 
failure is likely to occur. 

o Field review verified that erosion of the 
bank is occurring at RM 9.0 RR, even at 
lowflow of 7,000 cfs. 

 Erosion of the LAR is continually 
occurring. 

 Leaving the banks sacred and 
susceptible to future erosion, 
especially at high flow events. 

 Further reducing the amount of 
berm separating the channel from 
the levees 

 Loss of vegetation is leaving the 
bare soil, which is susceptible to 
erosion at a lower velocity 

o All of these statements about “erosion” 
appear to be true when applied only to the 
field-verified erosion at “RM 9.0 RR.”  

 However this site of erosion is not 
characteristic of the LAR: It is due 
to local-scale natural channel 
adjustments underway in response 
to channel over-widening that 
occurred in the 1960-70’s when the 
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RL attached longitudinal gravel 
bar was removed for gravel mining 
purposes.  With reduced stream 
power at this location a medial bar 
developed which is now morphing 
into a diagonal bar attached to the 
RL bank at the bridge.  The process 
has progressively forced more flow 
and power to the RR bank causing 
the Corps’ “field-verified” erosion.  
At the location of the original 
attached bar, the channel is 
aggrading to a significant degree 
making the existing boat ramp 
dysfunctional.   

 This condition in not representative 
of the LAR in general, nor of the 
critical RM 6-11 reach but is a 
local phenomenon, with local 
symptoms and local causal factors. 

 Which could be corrected with 
proper channel restoration actions. 

 The real long-term erosion issue in 
this critical reach is the sewer main 
undercrossing at about RM 7.  The 
line was installed as an inverted 
syphon with one limb at the edge of 
the RR active channel bank, with 
revetment armoring on this bank 
slope.  This constitutes a critical 
channel impingement and 
constraint which resulted in severe 
RR bank erosion upstream of the 
line due to progressive erosive 
eddy development during the 1986 
flood event. Without that armored 
nick point on the RR bank (and 
with the inverted syphon limb set 
back from the channel bank edge), 
it is most likely that bank erosion 
along the RR bank at that location 
during the 1986 event would have 
been very modest.  The presence of 
this sewer undercrossing in its 
present configuration limits 
intelligent channel reconfigure 
alternatives for dealing with this 
critical flood conveyance reach.  
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 The Corps’ flood conveyance 
actions in this critical reach should 
be focused on the modification of 
the existing inverted syphon such 
that stream channel, channel bank, 
and riparian setting 
reconfiguration and restoration 
options are maximized not 
minimized. 

o Climate (74): 
 Short unimportant discussion. 

o Surface water storage (74-75): 
 Short discussion. 
 For details on hydrologic inputs and storm centering see, 

• Hydrology appendix 
o Existing and future without project condition assumptions (75-76): 

 Existing condition assumptions include; 

• Existing releases from Folsom Dam 

• USBR/SAFCA reservoir operations agreement 
o Allowing greater flood storage compared to 

the original operations manual. 
 Future without project condition assumptions include; 

• Construction and operation of all previously 
authorized on the LAR 

o WRDA 1996, 1999 Common Features 
authorizations 

o Levee repairs as described in the Natoma 
PACR authorized in WRRDA 1014 

o The new JFP spillway at Folsom Dam 
o Future planned raise of Folsom Dam 

 Future with project condition assumptions include; 

• The work proposed as part of the GRR. 
 Implications of the future with project conditions 

• Were developed on the basis of  
o Future without project conditions 

 TABLE 8: comparison of existing and future w/o project 
releases from Folsom Dam (75) 

Freq (yr). Existing  Future w/o project (Alt 1) 
10  43,000  72,000 
25  100,000  115,000 
50  115,000  115,000 
100  145,000  115,000 
200  320,000  160,000 
500  520,000  530,000 

 FIGURE 7: Comparison of existing and future w/o project 
(Alt 1) Folsom Dam releases. 

• 3.4.2 Methodology and basis of significance (77-78): 
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o Methodology (77-78): 
o Basis of significance (78): 

o Alternatives were determined to have significant impacts if they result 
in any of the following; 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of a stream course in a 
manner that would result in; 

• Substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site 

• Substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- 
or off-site. 

 Create if contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems 
or provide substantial additional source of polluted runoff. 

 Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. 
 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 

would impede or redirect flood flows. 
 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 

or death involving flooding. 

• 3.4.3 No action alternative (79): 
o Continued risk of levee failures 

o Continued flood flight regime. 
 Possibly placement of rocks at levee failure site 

• Emergency repair activities 
o Could result in  

 Loss of channel capacity 
 Alteration of present geomorphic 

processes.  
o Not sure why these either of these conditions 

should occur.  

• 3.4.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (79-80): 
o Levee remediation measures to address deficiencies such as; 

 Seepage 
 Slope instability 
 Overtopping 
 Erosion 
 Lack of vegetation compliance 
 Lack of O&M access 

o Along; 
 American R. 
 Sacto. R. 
 NEMDC 
 Arcade C. 
 Dry C. 
 Robla C. 
 Magpie C. 

o Combines 
 Construction of improvement 
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 While maintaining present levee alignments. 
o Purpose is to, 

o Improve the flood risk management system to 
 Safely convey flows up to a level that 

• Maximizes net benefits. 
o Project work primarily includes landside levee fixes, 

 That do not change in-channel geometry or characteristics. 
o Therefore would not:  

 Substantially alter erosion or siltation in the system 
 Increase surface RO in a manner that would result in any 

flooding. 
 Impact stormwater drainage systems or create additional RO. 

o Can this be said of the proposed 11-12 miles 
of bank protection and launchable rock 
trench work in the LAR/ARP? 

o Water surface elevations for 
• Baseline, 
• Alt 1 (which is the “future without-project”) 
• Alt 2 

  For the  
• 2-yr event 
• 100-yrevent 

o Is in the Engineering appendix 
o TABLE 12: Comparison or 10, 100 and 200 year events under various 

conditions (LAR only) (81): 

Freq.  Existing   Future w/o project Future w/ project 
    (Baseline?)  (Alt 1)   (Alt 2) 

10  43,000   72,000   72,000 
100  145,000   115,000   115,000 
200  320,000   115,000   115,000 

o The 200-yr flows in the LAR 
 Are tied to the changes on Folsom Dam operations 

• Which will be analyzed as part of the ongoing 
o  Folsom Dam Water Control Manual 

Update. 
 Effects of these flows including cumulative effects 

• Will be addressed by 
o The Manual Update EIS/EIR. 
o Does this mean that the 200-yr LAR flows 

may not be 115,000? 
o Does this mean that the impacts of changing 

the floodflow regime on the LAR will be 
assessed at a later time?  That the possible 
channel implications of the GRR w/o or w/ 
project conditions do not consider the 
change in floodflow regime? And that they 
have not yet been assessed? 
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o When will the Manual Update EIS/EIR be 
undertaken? 

o Alt 1 would not alter flows 
o There would be no significant change or effect on hydrology and 

hydraulics 
• With the project in place 

 No mitigation would be required. 
o If the launchable rock trench method is 

used, the expected project functionality 
depends on progress bank erosion/retreat to 
launch the rocks.  Under this post-launched 
condition, what would be the impacts on the 
hydraulic conditions of the channel? 

• 3.4.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (80-82): 

• 3.4.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (82): 
o Flows are not increased 

o Effect to hydrology/hydraulics are less than significant 
 No mitigation is required. 

o If the launchable rock trench method is 
used, the expected project functionality 
depends on progress bank erosion/retreat to 
launch the rocks.  Under this post-launched 
condition, what would be the impacts on the 
hydraulic conditions of the channel? 

 3.5 Water quality and groundwater resources (82-93): 
• 3.5.1 Environmental setting (82-88): 

o Regulatory setting (82): 
o Existing conditions (83-88): 

o American River (83): 
o Sacramento River (84); 
o East side tributaries (84): 
o Sacramento bypass (84): 
o Surface water quality (84-88): 

• 3.5.2 Methodology and basis of significance (88): 
o Methodology (88): 
o Basis of significance (88): 

• 3.5.3 No action alternative (88-89): 

• 3.5.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (89-91): 
o American River (90): 
o Sacramento River (90-91): 
o East side tributaries (91): 

• 3.5.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (91): 

• 3.5.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (92-93): 
 3.6 Vegetation and wildlife (94-106): 

• 3.6.1 Environmental setting (94-97): 
o Regulatory setting (94): 

 Sacramento County Ordinance, Chapter 19.12, Tree 
Preservation and Protection (Tree Preservation Ordinance). 
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 City of Sacramento Protection of Trees Ordinance (City of 
Sacramento Municipal Code 12.56.060). 

 City of Sacramento Heritage Tree Ordinance (Code 
12.64.020) 

o Existing conditions (94-97): 
 Addresses areas within potential construction footprint. 

• These are the areas where potential impacts to 
vegetation and wildlife could occur. 

 Conducted a survey (2011) of levee trees 
o Within 30 ft. of waterside 
o Within 15 ft. of landside  

• Included; 
o Species 
o Diameter 
o Location 

o American River (94-95): 
 Along the channel vegetation is primarily SRA habitat. 

o Were the USFS criteria used in this 
survey/result? 

o Is this survey information available? 
 Trees adjacent to the channel are mainly 

• Oaks 
• Cottonwoods 

o With a thick understory of vines, berry 
bushes, willows. 

 The ARPP details  
o How vegetation should be managed and 

expanded 
 Where appropriate 

• Recognizes the primary purpose of the system is for 
flood control 

o Attempts to manage the natural setting of 
vegetation and wildlife  

o While meeting the goals of the flood control 
system. 

 Protected areas contain tracts of naturally occurring vegetation 
and wildlife 

• Although capable of sustaining light to moderate use 
o With minimal alteration to the natural 

landscape 

• Would be easily disturbed by heavy use. 
o Where does this judgment come from?  

 Emphasis is on protection an restoration of large portion of 
relatively natural areas 

• Which stands a better chance of preservation 
o And provide better sup[port for wildlife 

 Than smaller pieces. 
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o Where does this statement/judgement come 
from? 

 Several areas have been used as 
• Mitigation sites for Corps and other agencies for 

endangered species 
• Compensation for loss of riparian habitat or oak 

woodlands from other projects. 
o What is the difference between sites used as 

“mitigation” and “compensation?” 
 Example list of wildlife species in the ARP. 

o Sacramento River (95-96); 
o East side tributaries (96-97): 
o Sacramento weir and bypass (97): 

• 3.6.2 Methodology and basis of significance (97-98): 
o Methodology (97-98): 

 Impacts are evaluated based on data collected from  
o Tree surveys 
o Site visits 
o Google Earth 
o ARPP 

• Which provide  a comprehensive overview of 
vegetation conditions 

• Were used to evaluate impacts. 
 ARPP goals and objectives were considered for 

• The impact analysis 

• How construction would impact those goals and 
objectives. 

 Impacts to wildlife were evaluated based on 

• Construction activities 

• Changes in habitat types after construction. 
 Assumed the Corps would receive a variance to address 

waterside vegetation  

• Under the requirements of ETL 1110-2-583 
 A System Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) agreement 

is being sought by the non-federal sponsor 

• Which would allow the local maintenance agency 
(LMA) to defer ETL 1110-2-582 compliance of 
landside vegetation encroachments 

o To be addresses by the LMA at a later time. 
o Details on the SWIF are presented in 1.4.5. 

 Effects to vegetation and encroachments are assumed to occur 

• In the footprint of all proposed construction 
activities. 

o Basis of significance (98):  
o Effect are considered significant if any one of the following results; 

 Substantial loss, degradation, or fragmentation of any natural 
communities or wildlife habitat. 
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 Substantial effects of a sensitive natural community, 
including; 

• Federal protected wetlands 

• Other wetlands of the US 
o As defined in Section 404. 

 Substantial reduction in quality or quantity of important 
habitat 

• Or access to such habitat for wildlife species 
 Conflict with 

• ARPP 

• Sacto. Co. Tree Preservation Ordinance 

• City of Sacto. Protection of Trees Ordinance. 
 Substantial adverse effects of native wood habitats in the ARP 

• Resulting in the loss of vegetation and wildlife. 
o What parameters were used to assess 

“substantial” and “conflict?” 
• 3.6.3 No action alternative (98-99): 

o Over time the berms would erode 
o Vegetation would be lost 

 Wildlife would relocate 
o Trails would be lost that provide to access for 

 Wildlife observation 
 Fishing 
 Other recreational activities 

o Does not comply with the ARRP 
o Which states; 

 “Bank scour and erosion shall be proactively managed to 
protect public levees and infrastructure, such as bridged, piers, 
power lines, habitat and recreation resource.” 

o Where is this statement – what context? 
o The loss of  

o Vegetation and wildlife habitat 
 Would be considered a significant impact. 

o The Corps does not specify or estimate the 
amount of vegetation and wildlife habitat 
that would be lost in the ARP. 

• 3.6.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (99-101): 
 A vegetation variance would be obtained to 

• Reduce the impacts to vegetation and wildlife. 

• Allowing most trees on the lower ½ of the waterside 
slope to remain in place 

o Details on the vegetation variance are in 
1.4.5. 

o The discussion of the vegetation variance (p 
13) specifies the Sacramento River levees.  
Will the variance include American River 
levees? 
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o What would be the ARP vegetation and 
wildlife habitat impact implications should 
the vegetation variance not be approved 
and/ot not really apply to the LAR? 

 A System Wide Improvement Framework agreement would 
allow vegetation and encroachment compliance on the 
landside of the levees to be deferred. 

o Details on SWIF are in 1.4.5. 
o American River (99-100): 

o Construction of launchable rock trench; 
 Removal of 65 ac of riparian habitat in the ARP 
 Calculated by 

• Overlaying the largest possible footprint onto aerial 
photos 

o Will this overly be available during the 
NRMP process? 

• Calculating the riparian habitat within the footprint. 
o In Section ____ (p__) the Corps states that 

65 ac of land would be disturbed; not 65 ac 
of riparian habitat.  Which is correct?  

 Is located in areas designated in the ARPP as 
o Protected Areas 
o Nature Study Areas 

• However, the ARPP allows for flood control 
activities to be conducted 

o In order to pass 160,000 cfs 

• ARPP Section 4.10 states; 
o “Flood control projects, including levee 

protection projects and vegetation removal 
for flood control purposes, shall be designed 
to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on the 
ARP, including impacts to wildlife and 
wildlife corridors.  To the extent that 
adverse impacts are unavoidable, 
appropriate feasible compensatory 
mitigation shall be part of the project.  Such 
mitigation should be close to the site of 
adverse impacts, unless such mitigation 
creates other undesirable impacts.” 

 This impact is considered as significant because 

• The temporal loss of trees between the time of 
removal and their growth to a condition that provides 
original values. 

• Cannot be mitigated to less than significant. 
o Impacts and determination of significance 

seems to be based on construction and time 
delays for construction impacts.  This seems 
to ignore the impacts of properly functions 
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designed approach should the launchable 
rock trench approach be used.  The proper 
functioning of this approach depends of the 
progressive loss of banks and berms that 
provide the locations of vegetation and 
wildlife habitat and the launchable rocks 
can only be launched once these ARP values 
are lost.  Why shouldn’t these proper 
operational impacts of the launchable rock 
trench approach be addressed in the same 
light as the No Action Alternative, that entail 
the same resource values loses, and over the 
same timeframe, as the launchable rock 
trench approach? 

 Construction would likely by May-October 

• When birds are likely to be nesting. 
 Once the project is authorized and funded 

• Surveys would occur to determine 
o If nesting birds are present which may be 

impacted during construction. 

• If  nesting birds are located adjacent to the project 
area 

o Coordination with resource agencies would 
occur. 

o Other additional construction; 
 Would occur on another 135 ac of the ARP 

• Primarily 
o Levees 
o Patrol roads 
o Open lands with no trees. 

o 11 miles of intermittent erosion repair 
o Bank protection  
o Launchable rock trench 

• Would occur over a 7 year period. 
 Trees would be removed as the trench is constructed 

• Over multiple years 
 Trees outside the construction footprint  

• Would be covered by the vegetation variance 
o Would therefore remain in place. 
o Unless the variance is not approved! 
o Section 1.4.5 (p 13) specifies that the 

vegetation variance was for Sacramento 
River levees.  Is this an incorrect 
interpretation of the text?  Would it also 
apply to LAR levees? 

o Impacts addressed for this alternative are 
exclusively construction related.  What 
would be the impacts of expected and 
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proper functioning of the launchable rock 
trench approach?   

o Sacramento River (100-101): 
o East side tributaries (101): 

• 3.6.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (102-103): 
o Sacramento River (102): 
o Sacramento weir and bypass (102-103): 

• 3.6.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (103-106): 
o Estimates of compensation measures are based on 

• The largest potential footprint 

• Worst case scenario  
 For the purposes of NEPA compliance 

o Does this include the possibility that the 
vegetation variance will not apply to the 
LAR or that it will not be approved?? 

o If design refinements result in reduced impacts to vegetation 
 Compensation would be coordinated with the appropriate 

resource agencies and adjust accordingly. 
o As well as increased impacts?? 

o American River (103-104): 
o Design-refinement plans will evaluate reductions to vegetation and 

wildlife impacts including; 
 Reduced footprint 
 Constructing bank protection rather than launchable rock 

trench  

• Whenever feasible 
o This implies that bank protection is the 

preferred approach unless not feasible. 
 Designing planting berms in areas where significant riparian 

habitat exists adjacent to the levee toe 

• When no hydraulic impacts would occur. 
o Could the NRMP be used to assess overall-

ARP impacts and implications of mitigation 
to include greater (short-term) impacts in 
the construction area with greater long-term 
mitigation values with restoration/mitigation 
projects in the Arden/Sacto Bar/Sailor Bar 
areas?? 

 Trees would remain in locations where 
o Bank protection 
o Planting berms  

• Can be constructed 
o Since this area is 15 ft. from levee toes 
o Complies with Corps vegetation policy. 
o In Section 2.3.1, the Corps said that for 

bank protection work, large trees may be left 
in place.  However, if these trees live for a 
while they will die and will leave a bare 
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rock slope because revegetation success on 
revetments is very poor.  Shouldn’t this 
mean that long-term impacts should count 
these slopes as unvegetated? 

 Trees would be protected in place along the natural channel 
bank  

• During placement of rock 
o Would anchor trees to reduce risk of falling 

during high flow events. 
o In Section 2.3.1, the Corps said that for 

bank protection work, large trees may be left 
in place.  However, if these trees live for a 
while they will die and will leave a bare 
rock slope because revegetation success on 
revetments is very poor.  Shouldn’t this 
mean that long-term impacts should count 
these slopes as unvegetated? 

 Additional plantings would be installed on 

• Newly constructed berms 
o To provide habitat for  

 Fish species  
 Avian species 

• Planting berms would be used to minimize impacts to 
fish and wildlife species, 

o However impact to riparian habitat would 
still be significant. 

o These planting berms are not discussed 
specifically in Section 2.3.1 nor are 
indicated on Figure 1. 

o Were these “minimized impacts” used to 
reduce the amount of mitigation obligation? 

o Would these “newly constructed berms” 
extend into the channel from the present 
bank, reducing active channel widths? 

o Compensation for 65 ac of riparian habitat 

• 130 ac of replacement habitat would be created. 
 Species selected to compensate for riparian corridor removal 

• Would be consistent with approved native plant 
species list for the ARP. 

 The 130 ac would 

• Create 
o Habitat connectivity 
o Wildlife migratory corridors  

 That provide for the habitat needs 
of important wildlife species 

o How is this to be assured without a 
mitigation plan? 

• Without compromising  
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o Integrity of the of the flood control facilities 
o Flood conveyance capacity 
o ARPP management goals 
o Where is it demonstrated that this can be 

done?  Has there been an assessment of this 
possibility? 

 130 ac of riparian would be planted 
o On top of rock trenches. 

• Corps vegetation policy allows 
o Trees to be planted >15 ft. from levee toes. 

• To comply with 
 This policy 
 And to reduce maintenance on 

compensation lands 
o Trees could be planted on top of rock 

trenches starting 30 ft. from the waterside 
levee toe. 

 If the rock trench is 70 ft wide, 
trees plantings for riparian habitat 
could occur on the outer 40 ft. 

o Will the launchable rock trench surfaces be 
within the elevation and distance for natural 
riparian zone sub-irrigation required by 
trees? 

o Section 2.3.1 indicates:1) that the trench 
rock will be covered with a minimum of 3 ft. 
of stockpiled soil, 2) some vegetation could 
be permitted over the trench if planted 
outside the specified vegetation free zone 
required by ETL 1110-2-581, 3) disturbed 
areas would be reseeded with native 
grasses, small shrubs, and trees with 
shallow root systems (to ensure rock trench 
functionality) but 4) would only be permitted 
if it does not burden floodway maintenance 
agencies and does not interfere with 
floodway capacity. It sound very much that 
the “riparian” revegetation in Section 3.3.6 
is not compatible with Section 2.3.1. which 
prohibits deep rooted trees. 

o This says that there will be at least 130 ac of 
rock trench surface outside the vegetation 
free zone (surface areas >30 ft. from the 
waterside levee toe).  What does this say 
about the total area of (and length of) rock 
trench surface area on the LAR/ARP? 

o How was the 130 ac of riparian replanting 
on rock trenches counted for impact/ 
mitigation?  
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o When and if the launchable rock trenches 
actually launch the rocks due to erosive 
bank retreat (that is when the project 
functions as designed), how will the losses of 
real riparian vegetation along the banks, 
and the Corps’ “riparian plants” on the 
rock trench surfaces, be counted as impacts 
resulting from proper project functioning?  

• The exact location of compensation lands 
o Would be coordinated in the design phase 

with 
 SCRP  

o And would comply with the ARPP 
objectives and goals. 

• It is assumed that sufficient compensation lands are 
available in the ARP. 

o If not 
 Other location within Sacto Co. 

would be identified 
 And public coordination would 

occur. 
o Prior to construction; 

 For several years 
• Survey will be conducted to determine if nesting 

birds are within 0.5 mi of construction sites. 
 If nests are located in any given year 

o Coordination with appropriate resource 
agencies would occur 

 To determine what actions should 
be taken. 

• Trees with active nests would not be removed 
o Until young have fledged. 

 If no nests are found in the vicinity of construction sites for 
that year 

• Construction may commence without further 
coordination. 

o Sacramento River (104): 
o East side tributaries (105) 
o Sacramento weir and bypass (105-106): 

 3.7 Fisheries (106-115): 
• 3.7.1 Environmental setting (106-110): 

o Regulatory setting (106): 
o Existing conditions (106-110): 

o Sacramento River and American River (106-109): 
o East side tributaries (109): 
o Sacramento bypass (109-110): 

• 3.7.2 Methodology and basis of significance (110-111): 
o Methodology (110-111): 
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o Basis of significance (111): 

• 3.7.3 No action alternative (111): 

• 3.7.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (112-114): 
o American River (112): 
o Sacramento River (113): 
o East side tributaries (113-114): 

• 3.7.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (114-115): 
o Sacramento weir and bypass (114-115): 

• 3.7.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (115): 
 3.8 Special status species (115-150): 

• 3.8.1 Environmental setting Regulatory setting (116-126): 
o Regulatory setting (116): 

o Federal: 
 ESA 
 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

o State: 
 Calif. ESA 
 Calif. Fish and Game Code 
 Calif. Native Plant protection Act 

o Existing conditions (116-110): 
 A list of species status species was compiled from 

• USFWS website 

• CNDDB 
 Those expected to be found in the study area are addressed 

below. 
 They may occur in any of the project areas so are not broken 

out to specific areas. 
o VELB (116-117): 

 Federally listed as threatened. 
 Documented along the LAR. 
 Corps conducted a survey of elderberry shrubs along levees in 

2012 including 

• Levee structure 

• 15 ft. on either side 
o Where access was available. 

 Survey found the south side of the American River had the 
greatest amount of clusters. 

 All shrubs are considered to be in the riparian zone  

• Except if located on the landside of levees. 
o How was this “consideration” made?  

Simply assumed? Or used established 
criteria? 

o Just because a particular shrub was 
“considered” to be in a “riparian zone,” for 
impact/mitigation assessment are these 
particular plants considered riparian? 

o Giant garter snake (117): 
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 Federal and state listed as threatened. 
 Inhabits; rice fields, irrigation supply and drainage canals, 

freshwater marshes, sloughs, ponds, other aquatic habitats 
 Primary cause of decline;  

• Loss or degradation of aquatic habitat caused by 
agricultural development 

• Compounded by loss of; 
o Upland refugia 
o Bankside vegetation cover 

 Large waterways such as the American River do not provide 
habitat. 

o Swainson’s hawk (120): 
 Federal listed as species of concern 

• Protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
 State listed as threatened 
 Occur March-September for breeding 

• Nesting territories established by April 

• Incubation and rearing occurring through June. 
 Found most often in; 

• Grasslands 

• Low shrublands 

• Agricultural areas 
 Nests are found in 

• Riparian woodlands 

• Roadside trees 

• Trees along field borders 

• Isolated trees 
 Majority of nesting sites are in remnant riparian forest 

corridors along drainages 
 Mostly forage within 1 mile of nest 
 Prey abundance and accessibility are the most important 

suitability parameters 

• Subject to land use operations (mowing, flood 
irrigation) 

 American River area is less likely to support nests 

• Urban development 

• Food less abundant than in agricultural areas. 
o Sacramento River winter-run chinook salmon (120-121): 

 Federally listed as endangered. 
 Sacramento River is considered to be critical habitat. 
 All reaches within the ARCF GRR area are considered EFH.   

o Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon (121-122): 
 Federally listed as threatened. 
 Critical habitat has been designated 

o Including the American River 

• Includes channel widths to the; 
o Bank-full elevation 
o Or ordinary high-water line elevation 
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 All reaches within the ARCF GRR area are considered EFH.   
o Central Valley fall-/late fall-run chinook salmon (122-123): 

 Listed as a species of concern by NMFS 
 Critical habitat is not designated 
 Essential Fish Habitat is designated 

• EFH is defines as those  
o Waters and substrate necessary for 

 Spawning 
 Breeding 
 Feeding 
 Growth to maturity 

o Whether current or historical 

• All reaches within the ARCF GRR area are 
considered EFH. 

o Central Valley steelhead (123): 
 Federally listed as threatened 
 Critical habitat has been designated 

o For designated reaches 

• Includes channel widths to the; 
o Bank-full elevation 
o Or ordinary high-water line elevation 

 There is no EFH designated. 
o Delta smelt (124): 
o Green sturgeon (124-125): 
o Vernal pool fairy shrimp (125-126): 
o Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (126): 

• 3.8.2 Methodology and basis of significance (126-127):   
o Methodology (126): 

o Potential effects were based on 
 Existing documentation 
 2011 field surveys 

• Conducted on; 
o Levee slopes 
o Landside levee toe – out 15 ft. 
o Waterside levee toe – out 30 ftt. 

• Included; 
o Trees 

 Size 
 Species 
 Health 
 Location 

o Elderberry shrubs 
 Size 
 Location 

o Does this survey area include all the 
construction impact zone of the LAR?  Was 
the SCRP GIS database of elderberry shrub 
locations used? The wording in Section 
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3.8.6 specifies that the recorded elderberry 
plants were on and near the levees and not 
in berm and bank areas where launchable 
rock trenches and bank protection work 
would occur.  Isn’t it very likely that the 
number of elderberry shrubs along the LAR 
to be substantially larger? 

o Significant impacts occur if 
 The project has substantial adverse effect  

o Directly 
o Through habitat modification 

• On any species identified as 
 Candidate 
 Sensitive 
 Special-status  

o In any local or regional  
 Plans 
 Policies 
 Regulations 

o Or by 
 DFW 
 USFWS 
 NOAA Fisheries. 

o Basis of significance (127): 
o Effects are considered significant (substantial?) if project would result 

in any; 
 Direct or indirect 

o Reduction in 
 Growth 
 Survival 
 Reproductive success 

• Of any species 
 Listed  
 Proposed for listing 

o As 
 Threatened 
 Endangered 

o Under 
 Federal ESA 
 State ESA. 

 Direct 
o Mortality 
o Long-term habitat loss 
o Lowered reproductive success 

• Federal or state species listed as 
o Threatened 
o Endangered 

• Federal species listed as 
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o Candidates. 
 Direct or indirect 

o Reduction in 
 Growth 
 Survival 
 Reproductive success of substantial 

populations 

• Of any  
o Federal species of concern 
o State species listed as 

 Endangered 
 Threatened 

o CNPS listed 
 Plant species 

o Species of special concern 
o Regionally important commercial or game 

species. 
 Have an adverse effect on species’ 

• Designated critical habitat. 

• 3.8.3 No action alternative (127-128):  

• 3.8.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (128-136): 
o VELB (128): 

o 250 shrubs were found along the LAR 
o Prior to construction 

 A survey within 100 ft. of construction area will be conducted 

• In accordance with USFWS guidelines 
 Potentially effected shrubs will be 

• Mapped 

• Surveyed 
o To determine 

 Size of stems 
 Location “of shrubs to riparian 

habitat” 
 Presence of exit holes. 

o Shrubs that cannot be avoided  
 Would be transplanted  

• Between Nov. and mid-Feb. when plants are 
dormant. 

 Transplanting procedures will comply with Conservation 
Guidelines for the VELB (USFWS 1999) 

 Potential impacts due to damage or transplantation include 

• Direct beetle mortality 

• Disruption of lifecycle 
o Temporal loss of habitat 

 May occur due to transplantation 
 Even with compensation measures including 

o Habitat restoration 
o Habitat creation 
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• Mitigation plantings would likely require 1 or more 
years 

o To provide supporting habitat. 
 Associated riparian habitats 

• May take several decades to reach full value. 
o What “associated riparian habitats?”  Some 

that the Corps will plant? Where? 
o Project is likely to adversely affect VELB. 
o Compensation is discussed in Section 3.8.6 
o Implementation of  

 Avoidance, minimization, compensation measures 
• Impact to VELB  would be 

o Less than significant. 
o Giant garter snake (129): 
o Swainson’s hawk (129-130): 

o 134 ac, of riparian habitat (project-wide) 

• Used by Swainson’s hawk  
o For; 

 Roosting 
 Nesting 

• Will be affected  
o By construction. 
o How is this acreage computed? 

 Any trees removed  

• Would be mitigated 
 However 

• Temporal losses would be significant due to time 
delay to recover use values. 

o 2.5 ac of non-native grassland/barren lands (project-wide) 

• Would be removed/disturbed 
o Due to construction at levees 

 Much of it  
o In the Sacto. River and American River 

area, 

• Where hawks nest and forage. 
o Prior to construction 

 Annual surveys would be conducted 

• Within ½ mi. of anticipated construction areas. 
 If hawks are found 

• Resource agency coordination would occur 
o Appropriate avoidance and minimization 

measures would be established 
 Prior to construction. 

o Adverse effect would be significant 
 Due to temporary loss of  

• Nesting habitat  
o Along waterways while new mitigation trees 

grow.  
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o Sacramento River winter-run chinook salmon (130): 
o Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon (132): 
o Central Valley fall-/late fall-run chinook salmon (133): 
o Central Valley steelhead (133-134): 
o Delta smelt (134-135): 
o Green sturgeon (135-136): 
o Vernal pool fairy shrimp (136): 
o Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (136): 

• 3.8.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (137-138): 
o Sacramento bypass and weir (137-138):  

• 3.8.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (138-150): 
o Estimates of compensation measures are based on 

• The largest potential footprint 

• Worst case scenario  
 For the purposes of NEPA compliance 

o Does this include the possibility that the 
vegetation variance will not apply to the 
LAR or that it will not be approved?? 

o Based on the 2011 survey area, there could 
be additional elderberry shrubs impacted.  
(See comments in Section 3.6.2 above.) 

o If design refinements result in reduced impacts to vegetation 
 Compensation would be coordinated with the appropriate 

resource agencies and adjust accordingly. 
o As well as increased impacts?? 

o VELB (138-145): 
o 250 elderberry shrubs were located on the LAR 

 On levee slopes and within 

• 15 ft of the landside toe 

• 30 ft of the waterside toe. 
o In accordance with 

o Conservation Guidelines for VELB 
(USFWS 1999) 

 Adverse effects would be compensated by; 

• Transplanting shrubs with >1 inch diameter 

• Planting a mix of native riarian/or upland vegetation 
at a 2:1 And 6:1 ratios 

o Depending on stem diameter 
 Amount of compensation 

• Is based on the 2011 preliminary survey  
o Within the construction footprint 
o Is this the same as the levee slope and 15/30 

ft. extension survey above? 
o On the LAR,  

 Shrubs would be transplanted 
 Additional compensation would be installed 

• On top of rock trenches 
 When possible 
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o Outside the vegetation free zone 
 It is expected that on these trench surfaces 

• Sufficient lands would be available to  
o Plant these shrubs and associated natives. 
o This implies that there will be at least 89 ac 

(see note below) of rock trench surface 
outside the vegetation free zone (surface 
areas >30 ft from the waterside levee toe 
(See Section 3.6.6).  What does this say 
about the total area of (and length of) rock 
trench surface area on the LAR/ARP? 

o What associated natives? 
o When and if the launchable rock trenches 

actually launch the rocks due to erosive 
bank retreat (that is when the project 
functions as designed), how will the losses of 
real riparian vegetation along the banks, 
and the elderberry plants on the rock trench 
surfaces, be counted as impacts resulting 
from proper project functioning? 

 If additional lands are required, 

• Off-site plantings could occur  
o At the existing Cal Expo mitigation site 
o Adjacent to the existing mitigation site at 

River Bend Park 
o More land for mitigation would be needed at 

River Bend? 
o Based on 

• 2011 survey results 
• Specific shrub stem characteristics assumptions (see 

text) 
• USFWS compensation requirements 

 66 ac of compensation would be required on the LAR 
(TABLE 18, p140)  

o Why does the LAR have 83% of the surveyed 
elderberry shrubs (205 LAR plants /302 
total plants = 0.83) ((with many more 
possible )) but only has 61% of the estimated 
mitigation area requirements (66 ac 
LAR/108 ac total = 0.61)?   

 Since the survey was limited to areas within 30 ft. of the 
waterside of levee toes 

• There are likely many additional shrubs to impacted 
o More compensation will be required. 

o PAGE 144:  Summary of measures based on 
 Conservation Guidelines for the VELB (USFWS 1999a) 

o Giant garter snake (145-146): 
o Swainson’s hawk (145-147): 
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o To avoid and minimize effects 

• The Corps would implement the following BMP 
measures; 

 Before ground disturbance 

• All construction personnel would participate in a 
DFW-approved worker awareness program 

o Present life history 
o Importance of  

 Nest sites 
 Foraging habitat. 

 Breeding season surveys (for Swainson’s hawk): 
o For nesting birds 

• Would be conducted  
o For all trees and shrubs that would be 

removed or disturbed  
 Within 500 ft  
 (0.5 mi. for Swainson’s hawk) 

o Of construction activities 

• Completed  
o During at least 2 of the following periods; 

 1/1 – 3/20 
 3/20 – 4/5 
 4/5 – 4/10 
 6/10 – 7/30 

o With no fewer the 3 surveys completed in at 
least 2 survey periods 

o With at least 1 of these occurring 
immediately prior to project initiation 

 (Swainson’s Hawk Advisory 
Committee 2000). 

• Breeding season surveys (for other birds): 
o Migratory bird nest survey could be 

conducted 
 Concurrent with Swain. hawk 

surveys  
o With at least 1 survey 

 No more than 48 hr. prior to  
initiation of project activities 

 To confirm absence of nesting. 

• If area contains no active nests 
o Construction activities could commence 

 Without any further mitigation. 
 If active nests are found; 

• There would be a 0.25 mi buffer  
o Between construction activities and active 

nests. 

• A qualified biologist would be present on-site 
o To ensure  
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 That the buffer distance in adequate 
 Birds are not showing stress 

o If stress could cause nest abandonment 
 Construction activities  would 

cease  
 Until it is determined that 

fledglings have left the nest. 
o If other migratory birds are nesting in or adjacent to the study area the 

following BMP would be implemented. 
 Tree and shrub removal and other construction activities 

• Would not be conducted during the nesting season 
(generally 2/15 – 8/31). 

o Depending on species and varying 
conditions year-to-year. 

o It is unclear about the buffer distances. 
o Implementation of mitigation measure 

• Described below 
o Would avoid, reduce, minimize 

 The significant effect. 
 For Swainson’s hawk 

• The Corps will seek a vegetation variance 
o For the lower half of the levee slope 
o Including of LAR levees? 

• Bank protection work site 
o Would be planted with vegetation and trees 

 That over time will provide habitat. 
o Will this be applied to the LAR? 
o This seems to be contrary to the design 

approach for LAR bank protection work in 
Section 2.3.1. (See notes above) 

 To compensate for 134 ac of riparian habitat supporting  
 Swainson’s hawk 
 Other  migratory species 

• Approximately 268 ac of replacement habitat will be 
created 

 As a mitigation area 
o May consider 

 Woodlake 
 Cal Expo 

o What are the specific riparian habitat types 
(or structural conditions) that are needed 
for mitigation?  Are there really 
opportunities for these specific riparian 
habitat conditions in the Woodlake/Cal 
Expo areas? 

• For mitigation in the ARP 
o Species selected to compensate for riparian 

corridor removal 
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 Will be consistent with approved 
native plant list of the ARP. 

o Will prove to be contiguous and create 
 Habitat connectivity 
 Wildlife migratory corridors 
 Support the needs of important 

wildlife species 
o Without compromising; 

 Integrity of flood control facilities 
 Flood conveyance capacity 
 Management goals of the ARPP. 

o To comply with the ARPP 
 ARP lands will be evaluated for 

compensation opportunities 
 For any riparian habitat removed in 

the ARP. 
o Specifically, for impact/mitigation purposes; 

what type of riparian habitat losses 
constitutes adverse effects on Swainson’s 
hawk?.  

o What is this acreage of this riparian habitat 
type in the LAR? 

o How, exactly will this opportunity-
evaluation be conducted and by who? 

o Location of ARP compensation lands 
 Will be determined in the design 

phase 
 Coordinated with SCRP 
 To comply with ARPP objectives 

and goals  
o What level of SCRP coordination is 

anticipated? What guarantees are in place? 
o It is assumed that sufficient compensation 

lands are available in the ARP 
 If not other locations in Sacto. Co 

will be identified 
 And public coordination will occur. 

o Additional mitigation may be  
  In the expanded Sacto. bypass 
 Other lands with similar value to 

those removed. 
o Listed fish species (147-149): 
o Vernal pool fairy shrimp and tadpole shrimp (149-150): 

 3.9 Cultural resources (150-172):  
• 3.9.1 Environmental setting (150-162): 

o Regulatory setting (150): 
o Existing conditions (150-162): 

o Prehistoric and ethnographic setting (151-153): 
o Historic setting (153-154): 
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o Results of the records search (154-155): 
o Field survey results (155-156): 
o Cultural resource site types (156-159); 
o Area of potential effects (159-160): 
o Archaeological sensitivity assessment (160): 
o Programmatic agreement (160-161) 

• 3.9.2 Methodology and basis of significance (163-166): 
o Methodology (163-166): 

o Previous Section 106 compliance of the ARCFD Study (163-165): 
o Application of archaeological sensitivity assessment (165-166): 

o Basis of significance (166): 

• 3.9.3 No action alternative (166-167): 

• 3.9.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (167-  
o American River (170): 
o Sacramento River (170): 
o East side tributaries (170-171): 

• 3.9.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (171-172): 
o Sacramento bypass (172 

• 3.9.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (172) 
 3.10 Transportation and circulation (173-181):  

• 3.10.1 Environmental setting (173-177): 
o Regulatory setting (173): 
o Existing conditions (173-177): 

o American River (175-176): 
o Sacramento River (176) 
o East side tributaries (176) 
o Sacramento bypass (177): 

• 3.10.2 Methodology and basis of significance (177): 
o Methodology (177): 
o Basis of significance (177): 

• 3.10.3 No action alternative (178): 
o American River (178-179): 
o Sacramento River (179): 
o East side tributaries (180): 

• 3.10.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (178-180): 
o American River (178-179): 
o Sacramento River (179): 
o East side tributaries (180): 

• 3.10.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (180): 

• 3.10.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (180-181): 
 3.11 Air quality (181-203): 

• 3.11.1 Environmental setting (181-188): 
o Regulatory setting (181-182): 
o Existing conditions (182-188): 

• 3.11.2 Methodology and basis of significance  (188-192): 

• 3.11.3 No action alternative (192): 

• 3.11.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (192-197): 

• 3.11.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (197-200): 
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• 3.11.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (200-203): 
 3.12 Climate change (203-215): 

• 3.12.1 Environmental setting (203-210): 
o Regulatory setting (203-204): 
o Existing conditions (204-210): 

o Global climate trends and associated impacts (205-206): 
Climate change conditions in California (206-208): 

o Greenhouse gas emissions (208-209): 
o Greenhouse gas emissions inventories (209-210): 

• 3.12.2 Methodology and basis of significance (210- 212): 
o Methodology (210-211): 
o Basis of significance (211-212): 

• 3.12.3 No action alternative (212): 

• 3.12.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (213-214): 

• 3.12.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (214): 

• 3.12.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (214-215): 
 3.13 Noise (215-229): 

• 3.13.1 Environmental setting (215-222): 
o Regulatory setting (215): 
o Existing conditions (216-222): 

• 3.13.2 Methodology and basis of significance (223- 
o Methodology (223): 
o Basis of significance (223): 

• 3.13.3 No action alternative (223): 

• 3.13.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (223-228) 

• 3.13.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (228): 

• 3.13.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (229-230): 
 3.14 Recreation (230-239): 

• 3.14.1 Environmental setting (230-234): 
o Regulatory setting (230): 

 ARPP 
 Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Appropriation 

Act (1899) 
 S W&SR Act (1972) 
 Sacto. City Parks and Recreation Master Plan 
 Sacto. Co. Bikeway Master Plan 
 Old Sacto. State Historic General Plan. 

o Existing conditions (230-234): 
o American River (230-233): 

 Short discussions of 

• ARP 

• SW&SR//FW&SR 
o Designated 

 Recreation 

• ARPP (addressed in Land use, 3.3) 

• ARPP-allowed recreation 

• Jed Smith Bike trail 

• Recreation boating 
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• ARP-related parks; 
o Discovery Park 
o Sutter’s Landing Regional Park 
o Paradise Beach 
o CC CG 
o Guy West Bridge 
o Howe Ave 
o Waterton // Save the American \River 

Association (Park) 
o Watt Ave 
o Gristmill Park 
o William Pond Recreation Area 
o River Bend Park 
o Soil Born Farms. 

o Sacramento River (233-234): 
o East side tributaries (234): 
o Sacramento bypass (234): 

• 3.14.2 Methodology and basis of significance (235): 
o Methodology (235): 

 Impacts to recreation opportunities 

• Are evaluated based on  
o Temporary changes 
o Permanent changes 

 Taking into consideration; 

• ARRP 

• Other regional plans including 
o Sacto. City General Plan  
o Sacto. City Parks and Recreation Master 

Plan 

• Sacto. Co. Bikeway Master Plan 

• Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act 

• W&SR Act. 
o Basis of significance (235): 

 Thresholds of significance were, 

• Based on the environmental checklist in Appendix G 
of the State CEQA Guidelines.. 

o Significant adverse effects are determined  if any of the following 
occur; 

 Eliminate or substantially restrict or reduce the  
o Availability 
o Access  
o Quality  

• Of existing recreational  
o Sites 
o Opportunities. 

 Cause substantial long-term disruption in the use of 

• Existing recreational 
o Facility  
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o Activity. 
 Result in inconsistences or non-compliance  

• With regional planning documents. 
 Result in inconsistences or non-compliance  

• With ARPP. 
 Result in inconsistences with 

• Rivers and Harbors Act 

• W&SR Act 
o Do construction activity impacts differ from 

“long-term disruption?” 
o How does “long-term disruption” differ 

from “eliminate or substantially restrict?” 
• 3.14.3 No action alternative (235-236): 

o Without project levee improvements 
 Existing problem would continue 

• Potentially leading to future flood-levee failure. 
 Sustained high flows would erode banks in the ARP 

• Over time 
 The ARP 
 And recreational facilities within it 

o Would be lost. 
o No Action Alt. would, 

o Result in  

• Inconsistences 

• Non-compliance  
 With the ARPP. 

o The ARPP states; 
 “Public facilities and private encroachments that 

inappropriately constrain the operation and maintenance of the 
flood-control system should be redesigned or relocated” 

o Why does this statement imply that the No 
Action Alt. is inconsistent with the ARPP? 

 “Bank scour and erosion shall be proactively managed to 
protect public levees and infrastructure, such as bridges, piers, 
power lines, habitat and recreational resources.  These erosion 
control projects, which may include efforts to anchor berms 
and banks with rock revetment, shall be designed to minimize 
damage to riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat, and should 
include a revegetation program that screens the project from 
public view, provides for a naturalistic appearance to the site, 
and restores affected wildlife habitat values.” 

o Why does this statement imply that the No 
Action Alt. is inconsistent with the ARPP? 

o Where are these in the ARPP? 
o Are there other ARPP goals/objectives that 

relate to the No Action Alt.? 
o No Action Alt. would cause significant impacts to, 

  Recreational facilities 
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• That could not be mitigated 
o As there are no other similar recreational 

experience resources in the Sacto. region. 

• 3.14.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (236-238): 
o American River (236-237): 

 Construction closures and disturbances 
o Would result in ARPP non-compliance (See 

No Action Alt. above). 

• Erosion protection measure construction may take 10 
years 

o Occurring at multiple locations at the same 
time 

 Considered a significant effect 
 Due to reduced quality of existing 

recreation activities. 

• Construction closures include; 
o Portions of the levee-top road 

 Would be closed to pedestrians 
during construction. 

o Launchable rock trenches  
 Would disturb several miles of bike 

trails 
 Limit access to public parks and 

boat launches. 
o Why are these short-term impacts 

inconsistent with the ARPP? 
 These same issues make the Alt 1 inconsistent with the federal 

W&SR Act. 

• Specified resource values “shall be preserve in free-
flowing conditions, and that their immediate 
environment shall be protected for the benefit and 
enjoyment of present and future generations.” 

o Potentially affected (construction) resources 
include; 

 Paradise Beach 
 CC GC 
 Guy West Bridge 
 Howe Ave boat ramp 
 Watt Ave boat ramp 
 Gristmill Park 

o Why are these short-term impacts 
inconsistent with the National W&SR Act? 

 Construction activities would entail various closures and 
impacts during construction. 

• Mitigation measures would be implemented reduce 
impacts, 

o Construction impacts would significant. 
 Post-construction; 
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• Recreation facilities would be returned to pre-
construction conditions 

o Long-term effect would be less than 
significant. 

o In the No Action Alt. the Corps attribute 
land and resource losses due to ongoing 
erosion as a significant recreation impact 
that is not consistent with ARPP.  The 
proper functioning of the launchable rock 
trenches anticipates (and depends on) 
ongoing bank erosion and retreat to launch 
the rocks.  When the rocks are launched 
there will be a continuous revetment slope 
from the levee toe to the eroded channel 
margin.  This slope will be absent of 
habitat and recreation values and will 
constitute losses of recreation areas, 
facilities, and values.  Why are these 
impacts, which are implicit to the expected 
proper functioning of the project as 
designed, not counted as project impacts? 

o Sacramento River (237): 
o East side tributaries (238): 

• 3.14.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (238): 
o Sacramento bypass (238): 

• 3.14.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (238-239): 
o ADD DETAILS here when time allows 

 3.15 Visual resources (239-258):  
• 3.15.1 Environmental setting (239-252): 

o Regulatory setting (239): 
 No applicable state or federal regulations 

o Existing conditions (239-252): 
 Visual resources are; 

• Natural features including 
o Land 
o Water 
o Vegetation 
o Geologic  

• Built features including 
o Buildings 
o Roadways 
o Bridges 
o Levees 
o Other structures  

 A common set of criteria (FHWA 1988) for visual quality 
includes 

• Vividness: 
o The visual  
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 power 
 memorability 

o Of landscape components 
 That combine in visual patterns. 

• Intactness: 
o The visual integrity of  

 Natural and constructed landscape 
 And its freedom from 

encroachments 
o This factor can be present in 

 Urban setting 
 Rural landscapes 
 Naturel settings  

• Unity: 
o The visual 

 Coherence 
 Compositional harmony 

o Of the landscape resources.  

• Existing visual quality is determined based on het 
relative degree of  

 Vividness 
 Intactness 
 Unity 

o Apparent 
 In views 
 Visual sensitivity 

• Sensitivity is based on; 
o Visibility of the landscape 
o Proximity of  viewer to the visual resource 
o Elevation of viewers compared to elevation 

of the resource 
o Frequency and duration of views 
o Number of viewers 
o Type of viewer individuals and groups 
o Viewer expectations. 

o American River (240-243): 
 Main viewer groups; 

• Residents living adjacent to the LAR levees 

• Highway travelers 
o Bus. I-80 
o Fair Oaks Blvd/H St. 
o Howe Ave. 
o Watt Ave. 

• ARP recreational uses 

• LAR boaters 
 Visual environment includes; 

• Urban development on the landside of levees 
o ARP views are blocked by levees 
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 Second story views are possible 

• Users on the levee tops 
o Have views of ARP riparian forests and 

open space lands. 

• ARP  resourced provide users with 
o A highly-valued  

 Natural setting  
 Feeling of serenity 

o In a developed urban area 

• ARP provides all of the visual quality of 
 Intactness 
 Vividness 
 Unity 

o In a linear park 
 Which can be viewed with limited 

urban disruption. 

• The ARP aesthetic values 
o Are those unique qualities that define the 

ARP experience  
 For ARP users 

 The ARPP flood control policies include: 

• “Bank scour and erosion shall be proactively 
managed to protect public levees and infrastructure, 
such as bridges, piers, power lines, habitat and 
recreational resources.  These erosion control 
projects, which may include efforts to anchor berms 
and banks with rock revetment, shall be designed to 
minimize damage to riparian vegetation and wildlife 
habitat, and should include a revegetation program 
that screens the project from public view, provides 
for a naturalistic appearance to the site, and restores 
affected wildlife habitat values.” 

o Sacramento River (243): 
o East side tributaries (245-250): 
o Sacramento bypass (250-252): 

• 3.15.2 Methodology and basis of significance (252-253):  
o Methodology (252): 

o Potential impacts based on 

• Review of  
o Scenic vistas  
o Landscapes 

 That could be affected  

• By project-related activities. 
o Visual contracts were examined including 

• Changes in 
o Form 
o Size color 
o Project dominance 
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o View blockage 
o Duration of impacts 

o Also considered were 
 Natural setting 

• Vegetation 

• Landforms 
 Placement of project components in relation to existing 

structures 
 Likely viewer groups. 

o Basis of significance (252-253): 
o Thresholds of significance encompass 

 The factors taken into account 

• Under NEPA 
o To determine significance of action un terms 

of  
 Context 
 Intensity 

o Thresholds used  are based on 
 Appendix G of CEQA Guidelines. 

o Significant impacts would occur if the project 
 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

o Are specific vistas identified? 
o What is substantial? 

 Substantially damage scenic resource,  

• Including but not limited to  
o Trees 
o Rock outcrops 
o Historical buildings 

 Substantially degrade  

• The existing visual character or quality of  
o The site  
o Its surroundings 

 Create a new source of substantial 
o Light  
o Or glare 

• That would adversely affect 
o Day or nighttime 

 Views in the area. 

• 3.15.3 No action alternative (253): 
o No project construction activities  

 Therefore would not cause additional effects to visual 
resources. 

o Visual conditions would remain consistent with present conditions 
 Adverse affects 

• Would be caused by  
o Future flood event 
o Levee failure. 
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o Unlike other resource sections (ie. LU, 
vegetation etc.) the Corps does not associate 
the ongoing bank erosion and berm area 
that would result from the No Action Alt as 
resulting in visual impacts; Why not? 

• 3.15.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (253-256): 
o Barrow sites (253-254): 
o American River (254): 

o Launchable rock trench (LRT) approach 
 Construction: 

• On 11 miles of the 26 mi ARP  200 ac of 
construction area 

o 65 ac of riparian habitat 
 Removed to construct LRT 

o 135 ac are 
 Levees; that will be degraded to 

install rock trenches 
 Staging areas 

o So is this then launchable rock trench 
construction on berms/banks along 11 river 
miles (22 linear miles of project work along 
11 miles of channel) on both sides of the 
LAR, or a total of 11 linear miles of project 
work along a shorter reach of the LAR? 

• Construction will last 10 years 
o Short-term construction activity impacts will 

be significant. 
 Post construction; 

• Loss of riparian vegetation would have 
o Long-term impact 

• LRT would be designed to  
o Include a planting berm 

 Which would be planted with trees 
outside the 15 ft. vegetation free 
zone 

 To compensate for some of the 65 
ac of lost riparian habitat. 

o This “planting berm” is not mentioned in 
Section 2.3.1 nor indicated on Figure 1; it is 
not mentioned in any other resource impact 
section of the EIS. 

o In section 2.3.1 the Corps states that LRT 
would be constructed outside the natural 
channel; how would the “planting berm” 
work and where would it be placed? 

o The design description of the LRT 
approach includes a prohibition against 
planting deep-rooted trees on the trench 
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surface which should preclude riparian 
trees. 

 Shrubs would be transplanted 
 Additional compensation would be installed 

• On top of rock trenches 
 When possible 

o Outside the vegetation free zone 
o In Section 3.8.6 for VELB 

impacts/mitigation; the Corps states that 
impacted shrubs would be transplanted, that 
additional compensation would occur 
thought planting be on top of rock trenches 
(when possible), outside the vegetation free 
zone, and that it is expected that on these 
trench surfaces sufficient lands would be 
available to plant these shrubs and 
associated natives. 

 The VELB use-area of the rock 
trench surfaces seems to conflict 
with the 65 ac of riparian habitat 
revegetation. 

 Elderberry shrubs are not an 
exclusively riparian plant nor does 
it, on its own, constitute riparian 
habitat. 

 Calling elderberry plants riparian 
does ot make an elderberry 
replanting area riparian habitat. 

 If the launchable rock trenches 
truly displace riparian habitat, 
then the 65 ac of riparian habitat 
replacement on the launchable 
rock trench surface should use 
truly riparian species. 

 However the vegetation 
prohibitions in Section 2.3.1 and 
the most likely finished elevation 
of the launchable rock trench 
surfaces (+/- 20 ft above low water 
surfaces) seems to preclude truly 
riparian plant species and thus 
riparian habitat. 

o However these trees would take many years 
to grow to similar visual values 

 Considered a significant impact  
 That cannot be mitigated. 

o These impacts/mitigation actions address 
construction and project footprint 
considerations only.  Unlike other resource 
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sections (ie. LU, vegetation etc.) the Corps 
does not associate the ongoing bank erosion 
and berm area that would result from the No 
Action Alt as resulting in visual impacts; 
Not sure why this is the case.  The proper 
functioning of the launchable rock trenches 
anticipates (and depends on) ongoing bank 
erosion and retreat to launch the rocks.  
When the rocks are launched there will be a 
continuous revetment slope from the levee 
toe to the eroded channel margin.  This 
slope will be absent of vegetation, habitat, 
and recreation values and will constitute 
lost visual resource quality and value.  Why 
are these impacts, which are implicit to the 
expected proper functioning of the project as 
designed, not counted as project impacts? 

o Bank protection approach: 
 Construction: 

• Footprint would be  
o Adjacent to the bank 
o Varying distances from public access areas. 

• Activities include; 
o Trees would remain in place 

 Anchored with rock to protect them 
from future erosion 

o Sites planted with vegetation  
o The design specifications (Section2.3.1) 

state that “large” trees will remain; all 
other vegetation will be stripped and bank 
stabilization work will be done, and 
“planting berms” would be provided where 
feasible.  The berms are not specifically 
indicated in Figure 1 and there seems to be 
notable hedging language.   

o The bank protect that would have to occur 
on the steep RR bank in the Corps’ “critical 
reach” will not end up looking like the 
photos of the Sac State project area.  Need a 
realistic description of bank protection 
project results on steep banks. 

 Post construction: 
• Visual impacts only seen from  

o The river 
o The ARP 

• Once vegetation is established  
o The rock will not likely be visible from 

either 
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 The river 
 ARP  

• Visual values would take time to reach 
o Likely to take 3-5 years to establish 

vegetation 
o FIGURES 8-10: indicate revegetation 

progress thru post-construction year 9 
(2001-2010) 

o These figures show an apparent 
improvement in the visual conditions at this 
(Sac State) project location.  However, the 
pre-project levee and bank conditions at this 
site are atypical of most of the intended 11 
mile project area.   

 Except for the RL Fairbairn-
Paradise Beach bank which has 
levee slopes that are adjacent to the 
LAR bank, and the frontage of 
Campus Commons golf course 
(which is an actively eroding bank 
[largely due to coarse sediment 
aggradation in the LAR in RM 6]), 
most of the existing LAR banks are 
steep and are heavily wooded with 
riparian trees. 

 The Corps proposed “bank 
protection” approach application 
at these other more natural bank 
sites will not have a post-
construction configuration as at 
pictured for the Sac State section 
and will have decidedly different 
pre- and post-project visual 
impacts than those represented by 
Figures 8-10.  

o The “full natural environment” 
 Preferred by users 

o Even when revegetation has reached its 
maximum, the rock bank will be clearly seen 
from the river. 

o Even when revegetation has reached its 
maximum, no observant user could mistake 
the rocked bank and channel margin from a 
natural bank. 

• Visual effects  
o Are considered to be less than significant 

 Site would quickly revegetate 
 Provide a natural looking 

environment 
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 Similar to or enhances from 
existing conditions  

o It is not likely that these sites will ever “look 
natural” or look “similar to or enhanced” 
compared to conditions.  There are 
presently essentially no rare eroded banks – 
almost all of the banks under consideration 
are heavily wooded with riparian vegetation 
with natural un-rocked banks and 
shorelines. 

o As noted above, the Corps proposed “bank 
protection” approach application at these 
other more natural bank sites will not have a 
post-construction configuration as at 
pictured for the Sac State section and will 
have decidedly different pre- and post-
project visual impacts than those 
represented by Figures 8-10.  

o Sacramento River (255): 
o East side tributaries (255-256): 

• 3.15.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (256-257): 
o Sacramento bypass (256-257): 

• 3.15.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (257-258): 
o Based on construction and project footprints 

o American River (257): 
o Construction: 

 Impacts to visual resource during construction are 

• Unavoidable 
o Cannot be mitigated 

o Post construction: 
 Trees will be planted along the waterside edge of the LRT 

 Where there is sufficient space. 

• Will take time to mature to pre-project visual values 
o Should not take too long 

 See project figures 
 Additional trees could be planted 

• At other ARP locations 
o In compliance with the ARPP 

 To mitigate tree removal 
o Which provide a natural environment in a 

urban area. 
 Short-term effect will be significant. 
 Planted trees will reduce effects to less than significant 

• Once they are established 
o And provide similar views to those 

removed. 
o Sacramento River (257-258): 
o East side tributaries (258): 
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 3.16 Public utilities and services system (258-266):  
• 3.16.1 Environmental setting (258-260) 

o Regulatory setting (258): 
o Existing conditions (258- 260): 

o Water supply (258-259): 
o Storm water (259): 
o Wastewater (259-260): 
o Solid waste (260): 
o Electrical and natural gas service (260): 
o Telephone and cable (260): 
o Fire and police protections (260): 

• 3.16.2 Methodology and basis of significance (261): 
o Methodology (261): 
o Basis of significance (261): 

• 3.16.3 No action alternative (261-262): 

• 3.16.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (262-265):  
o Water supply (262-263): 
o Storm water (263): 
o Wastewater (263): 
o Solid waste (264): 
o Electrical and natural gas service (264): 
o Telephone and cable (265): 
o Fire and police protections (265): 

• 3.16.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (265-266): 

• 3.16.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (266): 
 3.17 Hazardous wastes and materials (266-273):  

• 3.17.1 Environmental setting (267-270): 
o Regulatory setting (267-268): 
o Existing conditions (268-270): 

o American River (269): 
o Sacramento River (269): 
o East side tributaries (269-270): 
o Sacramento bypass (270): 

• 3.17.2 Methodology and basis of significance (270): 
o Methodology (270): 
o Basis of significance (270): 

• 3.17.3 No action alternative (270); 

• 3.17.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (270-272): 
o American River (271): 
o Sacramento River (271-272): 
o East side tributaries (272): 
o Barrow sites (272): 

• 3.17.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (272): 
o Sacramento weir and bypass (272): 

• 3.17.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (272-273): 
 3.18 Socioeconomic, population, and environmental justice (273-277): 

• 3.18.1 Environmental setting (273-274): 

• 3.18.2 Methodology and basis of significance (275): 
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• 3.18.3 No action alternative (275): 

• 3.18.4. Alternative 1 – improved levees (276-277): 

• 3.18.5. Alternative 2 – Sacramento bypass and improve levees (TSP) (277): 

• 3.18.6. Avoidance, maintenance, and mitigation measures (277): 
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o 4.0 Cumulative impacts, growth-inducing impacts, and other requirements (278_  ): 
 4.1 Cumulative effects: 

• 4.1.1 Methodology and geographic scope  of analysis 

• 4.1.2 Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects: 
 4.2 Cumulative impacts analysis 

• 4.2.1 Water quality 

• 4.2.2 Vegetation and wildlife 

• 4.2.3 Fisheries 

• 4.2.4 Special-status species 

• 4.2.5 Cultural resources 

• 4.2.6 Air quality 

• 4.2.7 Climate change 

• 4.2.8 Noise 

• 4.2.9 Recreation 

• 4.2.10 Visual resources 
 4.3 Growth inducing impacts 
 4.4 Unavoidable adverse effects 
 4.5 Relationship of short-term and long-term productivity 
 4.6 Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources 
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o 5.0 Compliance with applicable laws, policies, and plans (294 - ): 
 5.1 Federal laws, regulations and polices 
 5.2 state of California laws, regulations, and polices 
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o 6.0 Consultation and coordination (308 - ): 
 6.1 Public involvement under NEPA and CEQA 

• 6.1.1 Notice of Intent, Notice of Preparation, and scoping meetings 

• 6.1.2 Next steps in the environmental review process 

• 6.1.3. Major areas of controversy 
 6.2 Native American consultation 
 6/3 Coordination with other federal, state, and local agencies 
 6.4 List of recipients 

• 6.4.1 elected officials and representatives 

• 6.4.2 Government departments and agencies 
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Questions and issues: 
 
Page 12  - Issues of Vegetation Variance. EIS (p 13) states that this was for the Sacto River;  

- It is stated that the vegetation variance would be developed during the design phase. 
- Is there any possibility that the vegetation variance would apply to LAR levees?   
- Do vegetation impact/mitigation assessments for the LAR include the assumption that 
the vegetation variance is approved?   
- If so, what would be LAR vegetation impacts/mitigation estimates for the LAR? 

 
Page 30 - The Corps states that Bank Protection project elements: consists in placing rock on banks and in 

some cases levees, when necessary eroded portion of banks would be filled and compacted prior to 
rock placement; sites would be prepared by clearing and stripping prior to construction, small 
vegetation and loose material would be removed; in most cases large vegetation would be left in 
place. 

- What size criteria are to be used for small/large? 
- If large trees are left in place will the amount be specified by hydraulic modeling of 
conveyance? At this project stage, before site specific design and planning, how can it be 
determined what portions of project banks would have retained trees and at what density; 
how can an estimate of the expected vegetation impacts be developed? 
- If large trees are left in place, when they die will they be replaced; will natural 
revegetation be allowed or even possible with the rocked surface? 
- If these trees are expected to die and not be replaced by natural revegetation, how 
should these trees be counted for impact/mitigation purposes? 
- Should the recreation and visual impact assessment be based on no trees at all on these 
banks? 

- The Corps states that the excavator will place a large rock berm in the water to an elevation 
slightly above mean summer flow elevation; a planting trench would be established on this rock 
surface for revegetation. 

- A berm of large rock or a large berm of rock? 
- This berm is not indicated on Figure 1.  What size can be expected? 
- Would not a berm added to the foot of the existing banks further narrow the channel 
resulting in some measure of greater floodflow velocities? 

- If so does this not add constraining parameters on vegetation occurrence and 
added vegetation maintenance activities? 

- What is to be the configuration of the “planting trench” and what plants and plant area 
widths are to be expected? 
- Long-term, what will be the vegetation configuration of the berm and bank protection 
project element? 
- Are there other bank protection project element design approaches that could result in 
satisfactory bank protection and meet project objectives; 
 - with better long-term resource results 
 - but perhaps with greater short-term impacts? 
 
 

Page 30, other  - The Corps states that Launchable Rock Trench project elements: designed to deploy revetment 
once erosion has removed the bank material beneath it; will be placed outside the channel, located 
at the toe of existing levees; the bottom of the trench would be constructed to an elevation near the 
summer mean water surface (to reduce the rock launching distance and the amount of rock 
required); will be covered with a minimum of 3 ft. of soil; all disturbed areas would be reseeded 
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with native grasses and small shrubs (where appropriate); some vegetation could be permitted over 
the trench, if planted outside the specified vegetation free zone, and would likely be limited to 
native grasses, shrubs, and trees with shallow root systems (to ensure the functionality of the 
launchable rock trench);. and vegetation would only be permitted if 1) it does not put undue 
burden on flood protection maintenance agencies, 2) it is in locations that do not interfere with 
channel conveyance capacity.  

  - Elsewhere (p 65) the Corps states that the maximum rock trench width would be about 70 ft.  - In 
most of the resource impact/mitigation sections the Corps states that portions of the rock trench 
surface will be used to replace recreational facilities, and vegetation including elderberry shrubs 
and riparian habitat.   
- Also in most of the resource impact/mitigation sections the Corps’ treatment the impacts 
associated with the launchable rock trench project element is limited to construction activities and 
the post-construction configuration; the discussions do not address the impacts associated with the 
ultimate functioning of the protect element as designed, that is when it is achieving its design 
purpose of levee protection at the expense of channel, riparian, and American River Parkway 
resource protection.   

- In the project reach there are few if any situations where 1) the levee toe is within 70 ft 
of the present channel margin and/or 2) is lower than about 15-20 ft. above  the lowflow 
water surface elevation.  

- Given this; and the vegetation limitation described above, how can the Corps 
expect the rock trench to support riparian revegetation and provide riparian 
habitat values?  By its very nature, riparian vegetation requires sub-irrigation, 
which seems to be precluded by the Corps’ revegetation criteria.  Not to mention 
the hydraulic parameters.  
- With rock trench slope criteria (2:1 and 1:1), each foot of rock trench depth 
entails 3 ft. of rock trench surface width; a 70 ft. width results in a 23 ft. deep 
trench if there is no trench bottom width.  With most levee toes in the range of 
20 above the lowflow channel elevation, with any rock trench bottom width at 
all, it seems that a 70 ft. rock trench surface width may be more of a typical 
condition than a maximum width. 

- In most resource sections the Corps states with the No Action Alt. the waterside berm in 
the ARP would erode overtime, resulting in the loss of land area and various vegetation, 
wildlife habitat, recreation, and visual resource values; that these losses constitute 
signification impacts. 

- The Corps does not state what lands (locations and amounts) that are at risk of 
loss due to the No Action Alternative so impacts associated with and the loss of 
land area and various vegetation, wildlife habitat, recreation, and visual 
resource values for this alternative are not quantifiable.. 
- However, the proper functioning of the launchable rock trench approach 
anticipates (and depends on) ongoing bank erosion and retreat to launch the 
rocks. The bank erosion and bank retreat imply the same resource value losses 
(land area, and various vegetation, wildlife habitat, recreation, and visual 
resource values) that the Corps attributes to the No Action Alternative. Why 
shouldn’t these same resource losses be attributed to the launchable rock trench 
protect elements?  
- When the rocks are launched (as per the project design objectives), there will 
be a continuous revetment slope from the levee toe to the eroded channel 
margin.  This slope will be absent of habitat and recreation values.  Why are 
these impacts, which are implicit to the proper and expected functioning of the 
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project as designed, not counted as project impacts (as was the case for the No 
Action Alt.)?  

- Elsewhere (p 254) the Corps states that launchable rock trenches: would be designed to include a 
planting berm; which would be planted with trees outside the 15 ft. vegetation free zone; to 
compensate for some of the 65 ac of lost riparian habitat. 

- However the design specifications in Section 2.3.1 does is not mentioned a “planting 
berm” and it is not mentioned in any other resource impact/mitigation section.  

- In Section 2.3.1 the Corps states that launchable rock trenches would be 
constructed outside the natural channel; how would the “planting berm” work 
and where would it be placed? 
- The design description of the LRT approach includes a prohibition against 
planting deep-rooted trees on the trench surface which should preclude riparian 
trees. 
- Except possibly on RL between Fairbairn and Paradise Beach, are there any 
portions of the project reach where levee toes (where the trench is to be located) 
are set close enough to the present LAR bank such that a planting berm (similar 
to that described for “bank protection” approach) added to the channel margin 
would be part of the launchable rock trench approach?  

- How are these statements in the visual impacts/mitigation section compatible with the 
design specification on Section 2.3.1? 

- Elsewhere (p 254) the Corps states that launchable rock trench construction would occur along 
11 of the 26 miles of the ARP involving 200 ac of disturbance.  In many locations of the EIS the 
Corps refers to 11 miles of construction work. 

- So is this then launchable rock trench construction on berms/banks along 11 river miles 
(22 linear miles of project work along 11 miles of channel) on both sides of the LAR, or a 
total of 11 linear miles of project work along a shorter reach of the LAR? 
 

 
Page 63, 65 - The Corps states (p 63) that for the No Action Alt., the waterside berm in the ARP would erode 

overtime, resulting in the loss of ARP lands.  An since the ARPP designated most of the lands 
within the project area for various uses, the No Action Alt. is inconsistent with the ARPP and 
would be considered a significant effect. 

- The Corps does not provide an estimate of potential land, habitat, and recreational 
facility losses that will be due to the No Action Alt. 

- The Corps states (p 65) for Alternative 1, that the launchable rock trench protection approach is 
in compliance with ARPP because no lands would be lost and construction impacts would be 
mitigated.  Further LU impacts are considered less than significant and no additional (non-
construction) mitigation is required. 

- In the No Action Alt. the Corps’ attribute land and resource losses due to ongoing 
erosion as a significant LU impact that is not consistent with ARPP.  However, the 
proper functioning of the launchable rock trench approach anticipates (and depends on) 
ongoing bank erosion and retreat to launch the rocks.  When the rocks are launched, 
there will be a continuous revetment slope from the levee toe to the eroded channel 
margin.  This slope will be absent of habitat and recreation values.  Why are these 
impacts, which are implicit to the proper and expected functioning of the project as 
designed, not counted as project impacts (as was the case for the No Action Alt.)? 

 
Page 65 - The Corps states that the maximum trench width will be 70 ft., and that a total of 65 ac will be 

disturbed along 11 miles of treatment. 
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- However with design trench slopes (2:1 and 1:1) (p31), a 70 ft. wide trench-top would 
be 23 ft. deep (70/3=23.3), if it has no bottom width. Design indicates varying trench 
bottom widths so independently estimating trench top-widths is not possible here.  
However I’m thinking that most of the levee toe elevations are about 20 ft. above with 
lowflow water surface which indicates that, if there is to be any bottom-trench width at 
all, maximum trench surfaces may be in excess of 70 ft.  It is possible that 70 ft. could be 
the average trench surface width. 
- Does the 65 ac of disturbance exclude staging areas and access ramps etc.? 
 

 
Page 71-73 - The Corps’ long-term modeling concluded that in 50 years the average LAR bed will degrade 4.8 

ft and in 100 years it will degrade 5.8 ft. (with maximum degradation RM 1-11, 12-22 of 16-20 ft. 
and maximum aggradation RM11-12 of 3-4 ft. 
- Without further discussion and explanation this appears not sensible.  

- Were the cemented/indurated clay channel bed nick points considered and over these 
timelines what influence would they have on channel degradation upstream of their 
locations? 
- What is the volume of sediment predicted by this modelling to be lost in the LAR over 
these timelines? 
- Where does this sediment go? 
- Have they overlooked that the LAR channel is drowned downstream of RM 5 (due to 
geologic timescale sea level rise) and that now and in the future (increasing rates of sea 
level rise), out-fluxing of coarse sediment past this point is not likely.  What are the 
implications of this sea-level rise process on long-term degradation/aggradation in the 
RM 5-7 reach? 

- The Corps stated that irregular channel reaches may not be adequately represented by this model, 
especially in braided reaches above RM 8. 

- There are no really braided channel plan forms on the LAR (above RM 8) except 
possibly a 0.5 mile section at about RM 14/15 (this is really just a short reach recently 
experiencing over-loaded sediment influx in conjunction with erodible banks – local 
widening and the development of multiple channels.  This “braided” feature is in the 
process of change and could develop into a single thread channel with time.).   

- The complex channel in the RM 11-12 reach is the result of the breaching of 
off-channel gravel pits – not channel braiding.   
- The complex channel configuration at RM 9 downstream of the Watt bridge is 
due to a natural process of sediment deposition and channel re-configuring 
resulting from late-date gravel bar mining and the resulting over-widened 
channel – this is not channel braiding.  The source of the sediment that is being 
deposited downstream of the Watt bridge is most likely due to ongoing scour in 
the 0.5 mi of channel upstream of the Watt bridge.  
- At about RM 6 there is a 0.5 mi braided reach that is due to coarse sediment 
deposition at the head of the drowned LAR channel reach (RM 0-5) (due to 
geologic time-scale sea level rise). This is the expected final location of all 
coarse sediment transported through the LAR.  
 

Page 73 - The Corps concluded that the LAR is sediment starved; that bedrock (likely the 
cemented/indurated clay member of the Turlock Lake Frm.) has been reached as far downstream 
as Guy West Bridge which is slowing further degradation; and that without significant bed slope 
reduction, it will now tend to erode laterally to satisfy need for sediment. 
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- This conclusion seems to contradict the long-term (50 and 100 years) predictions of 
significant channel bed degradation presented on p 72 (see notes in outline above). 

 
Page 74 - The Corps concluded that field review verified erosion of the bank is occurring at RM 9.0 RR, 

even at lowflow of 7,000 cfs.; erosion of the LAR is continually occurring; which leaves the banks 
sacred and susceptible to future erosion, especially at high flow events; further reducing the 
amount of berm separating the channel from the levees; and that the loss of vegetation is leaving 
the bare soil, which is susceptible to erosion at a lower velocity. 

- All of these statements about “erosion” appear to be true only when applied to the 
field-verified erosion at “RM 9.0 RR.”  

- This site of erosion is not generally characteristic of the LAR: It is due to 
local-scale natural channel adjustments underway in response to channel over-
widening that occurred in the 1960-70’s when the RL attached longitudinal 
gravel bar was removed for gravel mining purposes.  With reduced stream 
power at this location a regime of net deposition was induced and a medial bar 
developed which is now morphing into a diagonal bar attached to the RL bank 
at the bridge.  Since the 1970’s the process has progressively forced more flow 
and power to the RR bank causing the Corps’ “field-verified” erosion.  At the 
location of the original attached bar, the channel is aggrading to a significant 
degree making the existing boat ramp dysfunctional.   
- This condition in not representative of the LAR in general, nor of the critical 
RM 6-11 reach but is a local phenomenon, with local symptoms, and local 
causal factors.   

- This bank erosion problem could be corrected with proper local-scale 
channel restoration actions. 

- The real long-term erosion issue in this critical reach is the sewer main undercrossing 
at about RM 7.  The line was installed as an inverted syphon with one riser at the edge of 
the RR active channel bank, with revetment armoring on this bank slope.  This constitutes 
a critical channel impingement and constraint which resulted in severe RR bank erosion 
upstream of the line due to progressive erosive eddy development during the 1986 flood 
event. Without that armored nick point on the RR bank (and with the inverted syphon 
riser set back from the channel bank edge), it is most likely that bank erosion along the 
RR bank at that location during the 1986 event would have been very modest.  The 
presence of this sewer undercrossing in its present configuration limits intelligent 
channel reconfigure alternatives for dealing with this critical flood conveyance reach.  

- The Corps’ flood conveyance actions in this critical reach should be focused 
on the modification of the existing inverted syphon (setting back the riser and 
eliminating the bank revetment at the existing riser which anchors the eddy 
erosion process/dynamic immediately upstream) such that GRR- project (and 
possible future-flood management) options for stream channel, channel bank, 
and riparian setting reconfiguration and restoration are maximized not 
minimized. 
 

Page 78-82 - The Corps’ criteria for hydrology/hydraulic impact significance (P 78) is limited to floodflow 
magnitude changes and induced inundation risks to safety and damage. 

- Does not concern itself with channel stability issues related to hydraulic effects of bank 
protection and launchable rock trench design approaches. 
- What may be the hydraulic effects of bank protection and launchable rock trench design 
approaches, particularly when and if launchable rocks are launched due to bank retreat? 
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- The Corps stated that project work primarily includes landside levee fixes; that do not change in-
channel geometry or characteristics; and therefore would not substantially alter erosion or siltation 
in the system. 

- Can this be said of the proposed 11 miles of bank protection and launchable rock trench 
work in the LAR/ARP? 
- What about the bank erosion that would have to occur to launch the launchable rocks 
where that approach is used? 
- What about channel hydraulic conditions when and if the launchable rocks are 
launched (that is when the project functions as designed), how will the new channel 
configuration affect hydraulics; what are the consequences of these new channel 
conditions? 

- The Corps stated that the 200-yr flows in the LAR are tied to the changes in Folsom Dam 
operations; which will be analyzed as part of the ongoing Folsom Dam Water Control Manual 
Update; the effects of these flows including cumulative effects will be addressed by the Manual 
Update EIS/EIR. 

- Does this mean that the 200-yr LAR flows may not be 115,000? 
- Does this mean; 

- That the impacts of changing the floodflow regime on the LAR will be assessed 
at a later time?   
- That the possible channel implications of the GRR w/o or w/ project conditions 
do not consider the change in floodflow regime?  
- And that the impacts of these flows (increased floodflow magnitudes at more 
frequent occurrences, reduced floodflow magnitudes at less frequent 
occurrences) on the LAR channel etc. have not yet been assessed? 

- The Corps stated that since flows are not increased, project effects on hydrology/hydraulics are 
less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

- This conclusion; 
- Is dependent on the narrow conception of the “basis of significance” used for 
hydrology/hydraulic impacts (p 78). 
-  Seems to ignore the 11-12 miles of bank protection and launchable rock 
trench work on the LAR. 
- Ignores the hydraulic implications of proper project functioning – that is the 
consequences of the launching of the launchable rocks; 
 - Consequences of the bank retreat required to launch the rocks. 

- Consequences to channel hydraulics after the rocks have been 
launched – the new channel configuration.  

 
Page 99-100: - Will the aerial photo overlay of LAR bank protection and launchable rock trench construction 

footprint be available to SCRP during the NRMP process? 
 
Page 103: - Could the NRMP be used to assess overall-ARP impacts and implications of mitigation to 

include greater (short-term) impacts in the construction area with greater long-term mitigation 
values with restoration/mitigation projects in the Arden/Sacto Bar/Sailor Bar areas??  That is: 
accept the short-term impacts of temporal riparian vegetation/habitat losses in the construction 
areas (but re-planting for on-site mitigation) with restoration of industrial impacted areas to 
riparian habitat. 

 
Page 103-104 - The discussion of riparian trees on bank protection surfaces seems to be indicate that large trees 

(as feasible) will be left in place amid placed revetments.  Since these revetment surfaces will have 
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very poor revegetation success, when these large trees die it is most likely that no trees will 
replace them.  How are these” large trees left in place” counted as impact/mitigation for habitat, 
recreation, visual, and W&S River values? 

 
Page 103-104 - The discussion of riparian plantings on the rock trenches appears to conflict with the design 

description of launchable rock trench features on page 32.  As a result it is unclear how to 
consider the impacts of the Corps’ assertion that 130 ac of riparian will be planted on these 
trench surfaces. 
- When and if the launchable rock trenches actually launch the rocks due to erosive bank retreat 
(that is, when the project functions as designed), how will the losses of real riparian vegetation 
along the banks, and the Corps’ “riparian plants” on the rock trench surfaces, be counted as 
impacts resulting from proper project functioning? 
- Since the proper operational functioning of the launchable rock trench approach is predicated 
on the progressive loss of banks and berms between the channel and the levee, a natural attribute 
of this approach entails the same losses of lands, vegetation, and wildlife habitat as is attributed 
by the Corps to the No Action Alternative.  Why should the discussion of vegetation and wildlife 
impacts associated with the launchable rock trench approach be limited to construction aspects 
and not include impacts associated with its preforming as designed and achieving its functional 
purpose? 

 
 
Pages 117, - The Corps considered all elderberry shrubs on the waterside of levees as being in the “riparian 

zone.” 
- What criteria were applied to make this riparian zone determination? 
- If a particular shrub is found in a defensibly identified riparian area, could this plant be 
considered “riparian?”  That is, when replanted somewhere else could that new site be 
defensibly considered “riparian habitat?” 
- When talking about planting riparian in portions of rock trench surfaces; is the Corps 
referring to elderberry? 
- When these plants are newly established on rock trench surfaces, given the likely 
elevation and distance from water surface, could they be defensibly considered as 
constituting “riparian habitat?” 
- The Corps states that if there is insufficient space for the 66 ac of VELB mitigation on 
rock trench surfaces along the LAR, additional mitigation area will be needed.  Could be 
at the Cal Expo and River Bend Park mitigation sites.  Are these mitigation sites 
considered as really “riparian?” Certainly not the River Bend Site!! 
- For the LAR area, it is unclear how the 66 ac of VELB mitigation needs relates to the 
need for 130 ac of riparian mitigation.  Can these acreages be clearly sorted out? 
- When and if the launchable rock trenches actually launch the rocks due to erosive bank 
retreat (that is, when the project functions as designed), how will the losses of real 
riparian vegetation  along the banks, and the elderberry plants on the rock trench 
surfaces, be counted as impacts resulting from proper project functioning? 

 
 
Page 138-139 - It is indicated that there are 250 elderberry plants on the LAR and mitigation is based on this 

number.   
- However this number was based on a 2011 survey of levee slopes and 15 ft. out from the 
landside toe and 30 ft. out from the waterside toe.  Isn’t it most likely that many more 
elderberry plants would be located along the LAR on berm and bank sites where 
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launchable rock trenches and bank protection projects would be constructed?  It appears 
that contrary to the introductory statement in the “measures” paragraph, the 
impact/mitigation is not based on a worst-case case scenario; more (perhaps much more) 
mitigation than stated may be required. Does the Corps really have suitable mitigation 
opportunities? 

 
Page 145-147 - To reduce impact/mitigation for Swainson’s hawk the Corps 

- Will seek a vegetation variance to maintain vegetation on the lower half of the levee 
slope. 

   - But in Section 1.4.5 the variance appears to only apply to Sacto R. levees. 
    - Will it be extended to Amer. R. levees. 
    - What will be the impact if the variance is not approved? 

- Corps stated that for bank protection works; revetment slopes will be planted with 
vegetation and trees that over time will provide habitat. 

- This seems to contradict the description of bank protection work in Section 
2.3.1. 

  - “Brush/shrubs/small trees” will be removed 
  - Rocks will be placed among the “larger” riparian trees 

- Where feasible; a planting berm will be established 
- It seems the construction result will be revetment slopes with a few “large 
trees.” 

- When these few large trees die, why wouldn’t the revetment slopes 
prevent the reestablishment of “large” trees, or really anything? 
- Under what conditions would a planting berm be established and how 
large would they be? If the project work uses tight tolerances (which is 
normally done), i.e. does not over-build conveyance capacity (to limit 
costs and project construction impacts/mitigation); realistically, what 
space will be left for planting berms?  
- If the planting berms extend into the existing channel area wouldn’t 
that result in reduced floodflow conveyance area, and therefore place 
more constraints on existing vegetation and mitigation revegetation, 
leading to net reduction in acceptable vegetation (more vegetation 
management to maintain floodflow conveyance capacity)? 
- Practically speaking, what impact reduction could be expected from 
the proposed bank protection construction approach? 

- The Corps stated that 238 ac of riparian mitigation will be needed. 
 - How much is needed in the ARP? 

- For Swainson’s hawk, specifically what riparian vegetation types or structure 
is needed? 
- Is the Woodlake/Cal Expo site suited for developing this riparian 
type/structure? 
- How does this 238 ac relate to the need for 66 ac of elderberry mitigation and 
the 130 ac of riparian habitat mitigation on the LAR/ARP? 
 - Are they separate and distinct mitigation needs? 
 - Is there some overlap? 

 
 

Page 235, 236-7 - The Corps’ discussion of recreation impacts for Alternative 1 is limited to construction and 
temporary closures. 
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- For the No Action Alt. the Corps attribute land and recreation resource losses due to ongoing 
erosion as a significant recreation impact that is not consistent with ARPP (235).   

- However, the proper functioning of the launchable rock trenches anticipates (and 
depends on) ongoing bank erosion and retreat to launch the rocks.  When the rocks are 
launched, as designed, there will be a continuous revetment slope from the levee toe to 
the eroded channel margin.  This slope will be absent of recreation areas, facilities, and 
values which can only be counted as impacts to the existing, pre-project, conditions.  
Under this levee protection approach, the impacts associated with its proper functioning 
and design objectives, would be identical in scope and timing with the No Action 
Alternative.   

- Why are these impacts, which are counted as representing significant impacts 
for the No Action Alternative, not recognized as impacts at all for the 
launchable rock trench approach?  
- Why is the discussion of impacts limited to the construction phase and to the 
construction/project footprint area? 

 
Page 254 - The Corps states that for Launchable Rock Trench project elements: construction will occur on 

11 miles of the ARP, disturbing 200 ac (65 ac of riparian habitat and 135 ac of existing levees and 
staging areas), lasting 10 years; resulting in significant short-term visual impacts. 

- So is this then construction on levees/banks along 11 river miles (22 linear miles of 
project work along 11 miles of channel) on both side of the LAR, or 11 linear miles of 
project work along a shorter reach of the LAR? 

- The Corps states that for Launchable Rock Trench project elements: post-construction will 
include, a loss of 65 ac of riparian habitat; would be designed to include a planting berm, which 
would be planted with trees outside the 15 ft. vegetation free zone, to compensate for some of the 
65 ac of lost riparian habitat; but given the time delay in the tree plantings reaching maturity, there 
will be significant long-term visual impacts that cannot be mitigated.  

- This “planting berm” is not mentioned in Section 2.3.1 nor indicated on Figure 1; it is 
not mentioned in any other resource impact section of the EIS. 
- In Section 2.3.1 the Corps states that launchable rock trench would be constructed 
outside the natural channel; how would the “planting berm” work and where would it be 
placed? 
- The design description of the launchable rock trench approach includes a prohibition 
against planting deep-rooted trees on the trench surface which should preclude riparian 
trees. 
- Except possibly on RL between Fairbairn and Paradise Beach, are there any portions 
of the project reach where levee toes (where the trench is to be located) are set close 
enough to the present LAR bank such that a planting berm (similar to that described for 
“bank protection” approach) added to the channel margin would be part of the 
launchable rock trench approach?  
- In Section 3.8.6 for VELB impacts/mitigation; the Corps states that impacted shrubs 
would be transplanted, that additional compensation would occur thought planting be on 
top of rock trenches (when possible), outside the vegetation free zone, and that it is 
expected that on these trench surfaces sufficient lands would be available to plant these 
shrubs and associated natives. 

- The VELB use-area of the rock trench surfaces seems to conflict with the 65 ac 
of riparian habitat revegetation. 
- Elderberry shrubs are not an exclusively riparian plant nor does it, on its own, 
constitute riparian habitat. 
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- Calling elderberry plants riparian does not make an elderberry replanting 
area riparian habitat. 
- If the launchable rock trenches truly displace riparian habitat, then the 65 ac 
of riparian habitat replacement on the launchable rock trench surface should 
use truly riparian species. 
- However the vegetation prohibitions in Section 2.3.1 and the most likely 
finished elevation of the launchable rock trench surfaces (+/- 20 ft. above low 
water surfaces) seems to preclude truly riparian tree species and thus riparian 
habitat. 

- These impacts/mitigation actions address construction and project footprint 
considerations. And impacts associated with the time delay in riparian tree 
reestablishment..  Unlike other resource sections (ie. LU, vegetation, etc.), the Corps 
does not associate the ongoing bank and berm erosion and the loss of land area that 
would result from the No Action Alt as resulting in visual impacts; Not sure why this is 
the case.   

- The proper functioning of the launchable rock trenches anticipates (and 
depends on) ongoing bank erosion and retreat to launch the rocks.  When the 
rocks are launched there will be a continuous revetment slope from the levee toe 
to the eroded channel margin.  This slope will be absent of vegetation, habitat, 
and recreation values and will constitute lost visual resource quality and value.  
Why are these impacts, which are implicit to the expected proper functioning of 
the project as designed, not counted as project impacts? 

 
 
Page 254 - The Corps states that for Bank Protection project elements: construction footprint would be 

adjacent to the bank; small trees and brush would be stripped; large trees would remain in place, 
anchored with rock to protect them from future erosion; and the sites will be planted with 
vegetation.  

- The design specifications (Section2.3.1) state that “large” trees will remain; all other 
vegetation will be stripped and bank stabilization work will be done, and “planting 
berms” would be provided where feasible.  The berms are not specifically indicated in 
Figure 1 and there seems to be notable hedging language. 

- Under what circumstances would this “planting berm be feasible and 
infeasible? 
- Where a planting berm is infeasible, what will the post-construction vegetation 
look like?   

- The bank protect that would have to occur on the steep RR banks through most of  the 
Corps’ “critical reach” will not end up looking like the photos of the Sac State project 
area (Figures 8-10).  Need a realistic description of the “bank protection” approach 
post-construction conditions on the steep “natural” banks that are presently pervasive 
through the project reach. 

- The Corps states that for Bank Protection project elements: post-construction; visual impacts 
only seen from the river and the ARP; once vegetation is established the rock will not likely be 
visible from either the river or the ARP; likely to take 3-5 years to establish vegetation; Figures 8-
10: indicate revegetation progress thru post-construction year 9 (2001-2010); visual effects are 
considered to be less than significant, sites would quickly revegetate and provide a natural looking 
environment similar to or enhanced from existing conditions.  
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- These figures show an apparent improvement in the visual conditions at this (Sac State) 
project location.  However, the pre-project levee and bank conditions at this site are 
atypical of most of the intended 11 mile project area.   

- Except for the RL Fairbairn-Paradise Beach bank which has levee slopes that 
are adjacent to the LAR bank, and the frontage of Campus Commons golf course 
(which is an actively eroding bank [largely due to coarse sediment aggradation 
in the LAR in the RM 6 area]), most of the existing LAR banks are steep and are 
heavily wooded with riparian trees. 
- The Corps proposed “bank protection” approach application at these other 
more natural bank sites will not have a post-construction configuration as at 
pictured for the Sac State section and will have decidedly different pre- and 
post-project visual impacts than those represented by Figures 8-10.  

- Even when revegetation has reached its maximum, the rock bank will be clearly seen 
from the river and no observant user could mistake the rocked bank and channel margin 
for a natural bank. 

- It is not likely that these sites will ever “look natural” or look “similar to or 
enhanced” compared to conditions.  There are presently essentially no rare 
eroded banks – almost all of the banks under consideration are heavily wooded 
with riparian vegetation with natural un-rocked banks and shorelines. 
- As noted above, the Corps proposed “bank protection” approach application 
at these other more natural bank sites will not have a post-construction 
configuration as at pictured for the Sac State section and will have decidedly 
different pre- and post-project visual impacts than those represented by Figures 
8-10.  
 
 
 
 

      -- END -- 
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GRR DEIS/R comments 2015 F 1 

James Morgan 
 

95827 
May 17, 2015 

 
by e-mail and U.S. mail 
 
Ms. Anne Baker 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1325  J street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Anne.E.Baker@usace.army.mil 
 
Re: Draft American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report, March 2015  
 
Ms. Baker: 
 
First, let me express my gratitude for extension of the comment period to May 18, 2015.  Given 
the size of the subject documents, the extra time is most appreciated. 
 
I have reviewed in part the Draft American River Watershed Common Features General 
Reevaluation Report (dGRR), Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIS/DEIR), March 2015.  These are my comments. 
 
Perhaps the most important shortcomings of the dGRR DEIS/DEIR are in what is not there.  I 
may be reading too much into the text, but I get the distinct impression that the Corps (and 
possibly cooperating agencies) is/are of the opinion that they could go to construction with only 
the environmental documentation of this DEIS/DEIR (see text on p. ES-1).  I would strongly 
disagree if that is the case.  The DEIS/DEIR is so broad-brush and nebulous that it is not really 
possible for the public, other stakeholders, or relevant government agencies to assess the 
environmental impacts or make suggestions towards reducing environmental impacts.  I would 
think that at least one additional Environmental Impact Statement/Report would be needed for 
each of the major elements of the project: the Lower American River work, the Sacramento 
Levee and Sacramento Weir work, and the small creeks work.  Possibly even more project 
specific environmental documents would be needed.  The final version of the DEIS/DEIR would 
benefit greatly from an explanation, one way or the other, as to what additional environmental 
impact statements/reports would be anticipated on the way to construction. 
 
The second important element that is missing is alternatives for the Lower American River 
erosion protection work.  Both of the action alternatives in the DEIS/DEIR have the same 
erosion protection proposal for the Lower American River.  Thus, for the Lower American 
River, the only alternatives are no action and the proposed action.  This is inadequate.  The 
Lower American River is a State and Federally protected Wild and Scenic River.  It has been 
called the “crown jewel” of Sacramento, and receives a huge amount of recreational use (too 
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GRR DEIS/R comments 2015 F 2 

much in some cases).  As the proposed action on the Lower American in the DEIS/DEIR is 
acknowledged to have significant adverse environmental impacts, it is critically important that 
one or more alternatives that would reduce these impacts be seriously considered. 
 
In that regard, allow me to share an experience that I had with you.  I regularly attend the 
meetings of the Lower American River Task Force (LARTF).  The GRR has been the topic of 
presentations at the LARTF.  At the meeting on December 9, 2014, a Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency (SAFCA) representative stated that the dGRR was proposing to do erosion 
protection work in the area from H street to Watt Ave.  In a subsequent meeting, on March 10, 
2015, a Corps of Engineers representative stated that erosion protection work was to be in the 
area from Paradise Beach to Watt Ave.  Imagine, then, my shock to discover at the last public 
information meeting on the dGRR on April 17, 2015, that erosion protection work is proposed on 
the left (south) bank and levee all the way from the confluence of the American and Sacramento 
Rivers to the end of the leveed stretch upstream from the Mayhew Drain.  Additionally, work on 
the right bank is proposed upstream from Watt Ave. to about half way between Watt Ave. and 
the Mayhew Drain. 
 
My purpose in relating the above history is to point out that the Corps (and other agencies?) had 
recently been considering a much smaller erosion protection work footprint than is presented in 
the dGRR or the DEIS/DEIR. 
 
I propose an alternative that is taken from comments on the dGRR itself to be submitted by the 
Save the American River Association: 
 
“This alternative could be called ‘further study’ or ‘watch and wait.’  It would involve 
characterization of the river banks (and levees if appropriate) with sufficient detail that small to 
moderate erosion events could be documented and quantified.  Possibly it could include a 
comprehensive program of bore holes to characterize the subsurface strata between the river and 
the levees.  This work would be conducted either by the local agencies (Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency, Central Valley Flood Protection Board staff) or by a collaboration between the 
Corps and the local agencies.  Over time, this documentation would allow decisions based on 
facts to guide further efforts, or to decide that further efforts are not needed….  We propose that 
the left bank from the confluence of the American and Sacramento Rivers to about Paradise 
Beach should be assigned to this ‘further study’ alternative.  So also would the left bank from 
about Howe Ave. up to the Mayhew Drain (the Mayhew Levee area) be assigned to ‘further 
study.’  Additionally, the right bank upstream from Howe Ave to about half way between Watt 
Ave. and the Mayhew Drain would be assigned to ‘further study.’…  The left bank upstream of 
the Mayhew Drain would be assigned to normal operations and maintenance.  The left and right 
banks between roughly Howe Ave. and Paradise Beach would remain as shown in Figure 4-5.  
These proposals derive from the flow velocities of the 2D modeling study by Ayers (2004).” 
 
Note that Figure 4-5, cited in the above from the dGRR, is the same as Plate 3 and Plate 4 in the 
DEIR/DEIS in regard to proposed erosion protection work on Lower American River. 
 
It is critically important that one or more alternatives with smaller footprint(s) for Lower 
American River erosion protection work be considered in the final environmental document.  If 
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GRR DEIS/R comments 2015 F 3 

this is not the case, the document would be inadequate or deficient under applicable statute and 
regulations. 
 
One other point.  The “bank protection” alternative as shown in the lower half of Figure 1 of the 
DEIS/DEIR (p. 32) has bare rock on the river bank.  This method of erosion protection would be 
significantly improved if the rock was covered with moderately cohesive dirt fill and appropriate 
vegetation (grasses and shrubs).  This would greatly reduce the long-term adverse impacts on 
vegetation, wildlife, recreation, and esthetics.  It would help with public acceptance of erosion 
protection work.  I would note that the rock covering the waterside levee surface in the 
“launchable trench” alternative is covered with dirt fill and hydroseeded in the upper half of 
Figure 1.  Also, in the dGRR Engineering Appendix Erosion Protection Analysis (Appendix C, 
Attachment E, p. 64), Figure 6-2 shows the rock covering the river bank is covered with soil.  
Thus, this is a viable and useful change that should be made to the bank protection alternative. 
 
Thank you for your attention to these comments. 
 
Sincerely 
 

 
James Morgan 
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From:   Gay Jones ]
Sent:   Monday, May 18, 2015 4:14 PM
To:     Baker, Anne E SPK
Cc:     
Subject:        [EXTERNAL] Comments on Draft Environment Impact Statement - EIR 
(March 2015) and Draft General Reevaluation Report (March 2015)

To Anne Baker, 

 

Thank you for extending the comment period on these reports.  However, the 
broad scope of the aforementioned documents begs for more study.

 

Following are examples of broad policy concerns and specific area concerns.  

 

1.  The best outcome will occur if the USACE works with stakeholder groups at 
the local level.  This cannot be emphasized enough.  The Lower American River 
Task Force is an excellent example of a local stakeholder group.  It is 
imperative to work in concert with local representation.

 

2.  From the public perspective, the scope of the proposal expanded greatly at 
the end from what had initially been discussed in print.  Hence, more study is 
necessary.

 

3.  Due to the numerous variances in the topography, a range of multiple 
alternatives are needed.      

 

4.  Significant flood control projects have already occurred upstream from 
Watt Avenue to the Gristmill Recreation Area:  

 

Specifically, the entire levee at Gristmill, including modifications to the 
Mayhew Drain, was recently completed.  This USACE and SAFCA project already 
meets the American River Parkway Plan 160,000 cfs goal as described on page 
100 of your report.   

Rip-rap with soil and plant covering  is completed at the four areas deemed 
important.  This includes an area just upstream, river left, from the Waterton 
Access; the area adjacent to the Larchmont Community Park; and two sites at 
Gristmill where "rills" occurred during levee construction.
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A reassessment for the risk of flooding should be done against the backdrop of 
these newly completed projects.  It seems the "fix-in-place" levee 
improvements have already been accomplished in these areas upstream, river 
left, from Watt Avenue.

 

5.  Selected quotes from the American River Parkway Plan used in the report 
are out of context.  "Erosion Control Program" section on page 88 (ARPP) 
discusses the balancing of many goals, "…relying on methods of protection that 
minimize habitat impacts…each project must consider the nature of the erosion 
threat and the most effective method for controlling erosion with the least 
damage to riparian vegetation, wildlife and the aesthetics of the final 
product."    

 

6.  On pages 291 and 292 in your report discussing short term and long term 
impacts, it seems to justify destroying  the habitat to build a levee to 
protect the habitat.  It is a circular argument.  The proposal would have such 
devastating impacts on the environment that there would be no environment to 
protect.

 

Thank you for the opportunity to briefly comment on your proposals.

 

Gay Jones
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May 18, 2015 
 
Ms. Erin Brehmer  
Department of Water Resources,  
3464 El Camino Avenue Room 200 
Sacramento, CA 95821 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Sacramento District,  
Attn: Ms. Anne Baker 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

 
 
Dear Ms Brehmer:  
 
 
State Water Resources Control Board staff comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the American River Common 
Features General Reevaluation Report 
 
 
The State Water Resources Control Board staff provides these comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the 
American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report (Project), to be 
implemented by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) in cooperation with 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) (State Clearinghouse Number 2009012081).   
 
State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) staff have reviewed this 
report, as noticed at http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/PublicNotices .   
 
The proposed project would construct fix-in-place levee improvement measures to 
address seepage, slope stability, erosion, and overtopping concerns identified for the 
American and Sacramento River, Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, Arcade Creek, 
Dry/Robla Creeks, and Magpie Creek levees. In addition, the Sacramento Weir and 
Bypass would be widened to divert more flows into the Yolo Bypass during flood events. 
 
Pursuant to CEQA guidelines, California Code of Regulations (CCR), title 14, section 
15096, responsible agencies must specify the scope and content of the environmental 
information germane to their statutory responsibilities. State Water Board staff has 
reviewed the Draft EIS/EIR to determine if the proposed Project will have significant 
adverse impacts to water quality and, ultimately, the beneficial use of waters of the 
state.  
 
We recognize the great importance of flood protection for the communities and farms of 
the Sacramento River valley and the tributary streams that would benefit by the 
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proposed project.  We understand the enormous economic risk and the risk to human 
life that exists without a safe, functional levee system.  However, significant ecological 
impacts may result from the proposed project.   
 
In general, we encourage the Corps and the CVFPB to implement alternatives which 
conserve to the greatest extent the existing riparian vegetation, especially large mature 
trees that would not likely pose a threat to the integrity of the levee banks.  Alternatives 
that maximize meander zones should be selected.  Setback levees should be used 
when feasible.   
 
State Water Board staff has prepared the attached comments on the Draft EIS/EIR (see 
Attachment 1, Table 1).  Comments which pertain to the entire project and the entire 
document, or which are broadly applicable throughout the DEIR/EIS, are presented first.  
Specific comments about specific sections of text follow in the table, to facilitate location 
of the sections that are the subject of the comments.  
 
State Water Board staff thanks the CVFPB and the Corps for this opportunity to 
comment on the proposed project.  If you have questions regarding any of the 
comments in this letter or Table 1, please contact: 
 

Cliff Harvey 
Environmental Scientist 
(916) 558-1709 
clifford.harvey@waterboards.ca.gov 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
[Clifford Harvey]  
(Pdf submitted via email - signed hard copy to follow by mail) 

 
 
Clifford Harvey 
Environmental Scientist 
Division of Water Quality 
 
cc: see next page 
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cc:  
Elizabeth Lee  
401 Program Manager 
Central Valley  
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
– Sacramento Office 
11020 Sun Center Drive, #200 
Rancho Cordova, CA  95670 
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 Table 1:  State Water Board Staff Comments on Specific Contents of the  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the  
American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report  (SCH No. 2005072046) 
 

Com-
ment 
No. 

Chapter Section/ 
Sub-
section 

page  

GENERAL COMMENTS – JURISDICTION AND AUTHORITIES 
 
1. AUTHORITY 
 
T  
 
All waters of the state are protected under California law pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne). All 
surface waters and groundwater are considered waters of the state, which include, but are not limited to, aquifers, drainages, streams, 
washes, ponds, pools, and wetlands. Surface water bodies may be permanent, intermittent, ephemeral or seasonal.   Additional protection is 
provided for waters of the United States (WOUS) under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA).  
 
The Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB); and in this case, the Central Valley RWQCB, have the responsibility for protecting 
water quality in accordance with their regional water quality control plans (basin plans).  The basin plans provide regulations pertaining to the 
protection of water quality and implementation measures to carry out the Basin Plan provisions in the region.  Any discharges of waste that 
may affect water quality and, ultimately, the beneficial uses of waters of the state may be regulated by the Water Boards.   
. 
 
Water Board staff request that the final environmental document refer to the basin plans and incorporate mitigation measures that consider 
all applicable water quality standards, prohibitions, and provisions found there. 
 
2. FEDERAL AND STATE JURISDICTION 
 
Some waters of the state are "isolated" from waters of the U.S., or do not have a “significant nexus” to WOUS.   It is important to note that 
some of these non-federal waters of the state may occur in the project area, and may be subject to impacts by the proposed project.  When 
impacts may occur as a result of project activity to any waters of the state, regardless of federal jurisdiction,, a Report of Waste Discharge 
(ROWD) must be submitted to the appropriate Regional Water Quality Control Board, and Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) must be 
obtained from that Regional Water Board before the activity commences. 
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 Table 1:  State Water Board Staff Comments on Specific Contents of the  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the  
American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report  (SCH No. 2005072046) 
 

Com-
ment 
No. 

Chapter Section/ 
Sub-
section 

page  

We request that the Project proponent consult with the Corps and the Water Boards when performing the necessary jurisdictional 
determinations for surface waters within the project area, to ensure that the full extent both state and federal jurisdictional areas are 
accurately verified, and to ensure that appropriate regulatory pathways are followed.  
 
3. BENEFICIAL USE ANALYSES 
 
We request that the FEIR/EIS identify and list the beneficial uses of the identified surface waters, as outlined in the basin plans, and evaluate 
the project's potential impacts to those beneficial uses.  All mitigation measures proposed for the protection of surface waters should present 
evidence that the mitigation avoids, minimizes or compensates for all potentially impacted beneficial uses.   
 
4. NEED FOR SYSTEM-WIDE PLANNING CONTEXT:    
 
Project planning should be conducted in the context of ecosystem-wide assessments and evaluation of the existing system for long term 
sustainability.1 This includes sustainability of the Sacramento Flood Control System from a flood risk reduction perspective and an 
ecosystem restoration perspective (providing more frequently inundated floodplain habitat and allowing natural river processes to continue).   
Coordination with SAFCA projects is needed.  How the Project compliments the Central Valley Flood Conservation Strategy should be 
highlighted (http://www.water.ca.gov/conservationstrategy/) 
 
 
8.  RELIANCE ON ASSUMPTIONS THAT VARIANCES AND A PROPOSED SYSTEM WIDE IMPROVEMENT FRAMEWORK (SWIF) 
WILL BE DEVELOPED 
 
As stated in section 1.1 (p. 1)   
 
“The alternatives being analyzed assume a vegetation variance would be obtained for the lower one half of the waterside levee slope on all 
waterways.  This would allow vegetation to remain in place unless required for construction.  Additionally, the No Action alternative assumes 
that the non-Federal sponsor would prepare a System Wide Implementation Framework (SWIF) to bring the levees into compliance with 

                                                
1 See, for example, Florsheim, J. et al.  2008.  BioScience (2008) 58 (6): 519-529. doi: 10.1641/B580608  http://bioscience.oxfordjournals.org/content/58/6/519.full  
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 Table 1:  State Water Board Staff Comments on Specific Contents of the  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the  
American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report  (SCH No. 2005072046) 
 

Com-
ment 
No. 

Chapter Section/ 
Sub-
section 

page  

Corps’ Engineer Technical Letter (ETL) 1110-2-583 Guidelines for Landscape Planting and Vegetation Management at Levees, Floodwalls, 
Embankment Dams, and Appurtenant Structures over the next 20 to 40 years.” 
 
This is reiterated in section 1.4.5 (p. 11) where vegetation and encroachment compliance are discussed.  Throughout the EIR-EIS, it is 
assumed that a variance from the Corps would be obtained to allow for greater retention of existing vegetation than the baseline provided in 
the Corps ETL 1110-2-583..   
 
Impacts and mitigations described are contingent upon adoption of a System Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF).  The SWIF is an 
agreement between the Corps and the non-Federal sponsor that allows the [local management agency] LMA to defer compliance with [the 
Corps rules on vegetation management for levees] ETL 1110-2-583. This proposed Framework is not yet adopted, and may take many 
different forms when it is completed.  
 
These uncertainties lie at the basis of the entire analysis presented.  No alternatives are discussed for cases where the Corps denies 
variance requests. Discussion of the range of possible forms that future SWIF agreements is not presented. 
 
For these reasons, the alternatives presented do not represent a full range of possibilities. Alternatives that describe impact scenarios in the 
absence of a Corps variance should be provided.  Alternatives that describe a reasonable range of forms that the SWIF may take are also 
needed. 
 
9.  INCLUSION of SAFCA PROJECTS IN THE “FUTURE WITHOUT PROJECT CONDITION” 
 
The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) is preparing an Environmental Impact Report for the North Sacramento Streams, 
Sacramento River East Levee, Lower American River, and Related Flood Improvements/Levee Accreditation Project; this document is being 
prepared simultaneously with the proposed American River Common Features Project.  This proposed SAFCA project would affect many 
miles of levees in the Common Features Project area, and proposes to do so on a schedule that could be in advance of many Common 
Features Project elements by many years.   
 
Consideration of these proposed SAFCA projects should be provided in this “Future Without Project Condition” section of the EIR.  A 
discussion of how these SAFCA projects would interact with the proposed Project should also be provided. 
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American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report  (SCH No. 2005072046) 
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section 

page  

 
 
 
COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC TEXT IN THE DOCUMENT 
 
10 ES  12 DREDGE AND FILL IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE STATE NOT DISCLOSED OR 

DISCUSSED IN THE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. 
 
Table ES.3 summarizes environmental effects and mitigation measures for three project 
alternatives.  No effects are listed for direct impacts to surface waters of the state, including 
waters of the U.S. Table ES.3 mentions effects to Hydrology, Water Quality, Special Status 
Species, Vegetation and Wildlife.  None of these topics adequately discloses impacts to 
waters due to the physical manipulation of the channels and levees that are to modified by 
the proposed Project.  The Executive Summary the Final EIR/EIS should address these 
effects specifically; it should not be assumed that vegetation or habitat impacts are the same 
as impacts to waters.  

  1.4.5 12 VEGETATION AND ENCROACHMENT VARIANCE 
SWIF = system wide improvement framework 
“The ARCF GRR project description (Section 2.0 below) assumes that the variance and 
SWIF agreements are both in place. The variance is included as a part of the proposed 
alternatives, while the SWIF would be a part of the future condition, both with or without the 
project in place”    

• What happens if the variance is not approved?  

• When is action by the Corps on the variance request expected?  
 
Much of the concern regarding levee improvements focuses on the disposition of vegetation, 
especially large, old trees, that are within or near the levee footprint. The proposed SWIF 
criteria cited in the Draft EIR/EIS states that, “Based on the engineering inspection and 
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evaluation, trees and other woody vegetation that do not pose an unacceptable threat need 
not be removed (bullet 1).” 
 
Bullet two continues: “In cases of levee repair or improvement projects, vegetation within the 
project footprint shall be removed as part of construction activities. “    This statement should 
be qualified as per the SWIF criteria above to emphasize that vegetation in the project 
footprint that does not pose an unacceptable threat need not be removed.   
 

 3 3.6.1 94 The regulatory setting for vegetation and wildlife impacts lists only local government agencies 
and ordinances.  The Regional Water Quality Control Board, through the Clean Water Act 
section 401 certification process, should be included.  Inclusion of the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife and the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and the various species and habitat protection 
laws they enforce, would also be appropriate here. 

 3 3.6.2 97-98 Chapter 3.6 describes the affected environment and environmental consequences of the 
alternatives proposed on vegetation and wildlife.  In particular, section 3.6.2 describes the 
methodology and basis of significance used for this analysis.   
 
One effect described which could rise to the level of significance is:  “Substantial effects on a 
sensitive natural community, including Federally protected wetlands and other waters of the 
U.S., as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.”  
 
This statement of significance does not recognize the need for protections of wetlands and 
other waters under state law.  Recommended rewording of this statement:  
 
Substantial effects on a sensitive natural community, including all waters of the state as 
defined by Porter-Cologne, which may also include Federally protected wetlands and other 
waters of the U.S., as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  
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Note again that protection of vegetation and habitats that occur as wetlands, streams and 
associated riparian areas does not necessarily provide protection of all beneficial uses of 
waters of the state.  The link between habitat functions, hydrologic functions, and water 
quality and protections provided under CWA section 404 and 401, and Porter-Cologne should 
be clearly disclosed as part of the discussion of impacts, significance, and mitigation 
proposals. 

  3.6.6 103 Loss of very large native trees is a significant concern for water quality as well as for fish and 
wildlife.  The discussion of vegetation impacts and mitigations often does not clearly 
distinguish between loss of smaller trees (which grow back to size sooner) and loss of tall, old 
riparian and near floodplain overstory trees such cottonwoods.    
 
These take many decades to replace.  The temporal lag for loss of this riparian forest element 
is therefore significant, and it may not be possible to fully mitigate for this loss.  Analysis of all 
water quality effects, such as loss of shading on water temperature over time, associated with 
the loss of very large trees should be provided and should be considered when making 
mitigation plans. 

  3.6.6 103 Compensatory mitigation is proposed as follows:  “To compensate for the removal of 65 acres 
of riparian habitat, approximately 130 acres of replacement habitat would be created. Species 
selected to compensate for the riparian corridor removal would be consistent with the 
approved list of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants native to the Parkway.”   
How and where would this “habitat” be created?  While the State Water Boards may not 
consider some riparian areas to be waters of the state and U.S., impacts to riparian areas 
often lead to adverse effects on water quality – including, but not limited to, impacts to aquatic 
plants and wildlife. For this reason, the State Water Board recommends that proposals for 
riparian mitigation are clearly described in the EIR-EIS.    
 
Although riparian mitigation sites may not be permitted under CWA section 404 or as dredge 
and fill discharges under Porter-Cologne, State Water Board staff would categorize 
compensatory mitigation sites in a manner that is consistent with the Clean Water Act 
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mitigation rule,  the “404(b)(1) guidelines,” In these guidelines, we find that Compensatory 
mitigation means “the restoration (re-establishment or rehabilitation), establishment 
(creation), enhancement, and/or in certain circumstances preservation of aquatic resources 
for the purposes of offsetting unavoidable adverse impacts.”  The term “creation” is generally 
avoided in favor of the term “establishment.”     
 
If the proposed mitigation sites could appropriately be characterized by this definition, the EIR 
should acknowledge that the CWA definitions are in use.  If some other definition is intended, 
that definition should be provided as part of the proposal. 
 
 
 

  3.6.6 103 What is the source of approval for this “approved list” of plants to be used in this mitigation 
effort?  Recent research is showing that a diverse set of plants is needed for successful 
revegetation efforts.  In addition to the common species, representatives of the uncommon 
species – which may make up a large proportion of the species list of a site, but only a very 
small percentage of overall prevalence or dominance – is necessary at the planting stage.  
These less common species have been shown to not repopulate areas after revegetation with 
dominant species, even decades after restoration work.   Timing of revegetation is also 
critical in that it should not be assumed that a single episode of planting can be sufficient.  
Repeated cycles of planting over many years should be considered to help mimic natural 
patterns of recruitment and succession.   

  3.6.6 103 Compensatory mitigation site plans and restoration plans for areas of temporary disturbance 
should include a long term commitment to monitoring of the performance and condition of the 
site.  All monitoring and assessment should be conducted using methods that are consistent 
with guidance provided by the California Water Quality Monitoring Council. 

  4.2.4,  286 The discussion of cumulative effects on special status species focuses on condition of 
riparian vegetation, and once again assumes issuance of a variance from the Corps.  No 
discussion or analysis of alternatives where the variance is not obtained is provided. 
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Department of  
Community Development  
Lori A. Moss, Director 

 Divisions 
Administrative Services 

Building Permits & Inspection 
Code Enforcement 

County Engineering 
Economic Development & Marketing 

Planning & Environmental Review  
 

827 7th Street, Room 225  •  Sacramento, California 95814  •  phone (916) 874-6141  •  fax (916) 874-7499  
 www.per.saccounty.net 

May 22, 2015    Via Email: Anne.E.Baker@usace.army.mil 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento District, Attn: Ms. Anne Baker 
1325 J Street  
Sacramento, CA  95814 

County of Sacramento Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR for the American River Common 
Features GRR 

Dear Ms. Baker: 
Thank you for providing Sacramento County the opportunity to provide comments on 
the proposed project’s Draft EIS/EIR (Document).  These comments supplement the 
comments we provided verbally to the recorder at the April 15th meeting at the 
Tsakopoulos Library Galleria.  The County’s concerns are primarily related to impacts to 
the American River Parkway (Parkway) and secondarily associated with the project’s 
proposed soil borrow operations.  Our concerns with the Parkway analysis include 
impacts that have not been evaluated and a lack of specificity in the project and 
alternatives descriptions. 
This project may result in loss of use, access, and subsequently, revenue, to the 
Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks (Parks Department), through daily 
fees, special event fees, annual pass sales, and other park revenues.  In particular, 
potential impacts to the Campus Commons Golf Course were not disclosed.  In 
addition, project areas may not have viable detour routes for equestrians on the 
Parkway’s designated equestrian/hiking trails.  Access to angling, wildlife viewing, 
rafting and other river-based activities may be limited by construction activities.  
Furthermore, special events such as Eppie’s Great Race, May is Bike Month activities, 
fun runs, and other trail-based events use facilities that could be closed, detoured out of 
the Parkway, or otherwise impacted by construction.  All of these impacts may result in 
loss of Parks revenue, which should be mitigated. 
In addition to loss of revenue, the Parks Department may incur additional costs due to 
the construction of this project.  New ramps and haul roads may increase social trails 
(unofficial trails) and visitor use in some areas, leading to additional natural resource 
damage, fire risk and suppression costs, social trails management, maintenance, and 
ranger patrol to areas not previously utilized by the public.  The additional on-going 

http://www.per.saccounty.net/
mailto:Anne.E.Baker@usace.army.mil
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 2 

costs to manage these areas could be mitigated through funding a social trails 
management plan. 
The Document describes the impacts associated with detouring traffic from the paved 
trails on the American River Parkway.  To avoid past USACE contractor difficulties of 
communicating trail detour information, we recommend that mitigation include funding a 
public outreach program that is staffed by Parks Department personnel.  A Parks 
Department staffed outreach program would maximize communication with the target 
audience, minimize confusion, and provide greater overall coordination to better 
mitigate recreational impacts.  Mitigation, of longer term construction detours, on the 
south side of the Parkway, could also include completion of the planned Two Rivers 
Trail, to provide alternative detour options that minimize the impacts of detouring traffic 
onto surface streets.   
We would like the project to have the potential to consider borrow sites on the American 
River Parkway, as there may be areas where park managers desire floodplain lowering.  
In addition, please be advised, that many of the proposed borrow sites will require 
County and State permitting, pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
(SMARA).  The County Department of Community Development is the SMARA lead 
agency for unincorporated Sacramento County and should be contacted early in the 
process once a borrow site is known. 
In addition to the comments above, we request clarification regarding the clearing and 
stripping of small vegetation on bank protection sites: 

1. What criteria are established to determine which vegetation is large 
and which is small?  

2. If large trees are to be left in place, will these trees be considered in the 
hydraulic modeling for conveyance?  And if modeled, will this 
information be sufficient to replace these trees (with new plantings) 
when they die without having to re-model the roughness coefficient and 
conduct new permitting through the Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board.   

3. What kind of vegetation, both planted and naturally occurring, will be 
allowed to occur on top of either alternative? 

4. Will trees that die during or after the project is completed, due to 
construction impacts, be mitigated? 

5. Figure 1 of the bank protection area does not include a planting berm, 
but it is indicated in the text:  Should a planting berm be indicated in 
Figure 1 and how would it work?  

6. The discussion of the vegetation variance in section 1.4.5 appears to 
be specific to the Sacramento River: Will this variance also apply to the 
levees on the American River? 

7. Have project impacts been evaluated should the vegetation variance 
not be applied to the American River levees?  
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 3 

8. As an element of the restoration of disturbed areas, native grasses and 
small shrubs would be planted “where appropriate.”  What criteria are 
used to determine the appropriateness of the replanting?   

9. In the “no action” alternative, it is assumed that the land and habitat 
loss will happen over time:  Can this loss, and timing of loss, be 
estimated with existing modeling?   

We also have reservations and concerns about the consequences of choosing 
launchable rock trench for protection of the Parkway levee.  Our specific questions 
include: 

1. The design indicates a maximum width of 70 feet and 23 foot deep 
trench:  Is the 70 foot width measured at the bottom or the top, and 
what is the total footprint required to terrace a 23 foot deep trench?  

2. In the “no action” alternative, the expected bank erosion is listed as a 
significant impact, while at the same time; the launchable rock trench 
also would allow significant bank erosion to occur:  Why are the 
impacts of the launchable rock trench, including the loss of habitat and 
land, not disclosed as significant project impacts? 

We understand from participating in the April 15th public comments session that this 
Document was written at a program level, but this was not apparent in the Document 
itself.  Please clearly state in the Document that there will be additional project level 
environmental analysis, with a commitment to additional outreach and cooperative 
planning.  Ongoing coordination of site specific designs on the Parkway should also be 
coordinated with recommendations from the Lower American River Task Force.   
If you have any questions please contact John Lundgren at (916) 874-8043 or 
lundgrenj@saccounty.net. 

Sincerely, 

for - Catherine Hack 
Environmental Coordinator 

C:  Jeff Leatherman, Director  
 Sacramento County Regional Parks 

mailto:lundgrenj@saccounty.net
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Comment 
Number

Commenter
Method of 
Submission

Category Response

A-1 Sandra Maxwell
Public Meeting 
Transcript

Flood Insurance

Verano Street is not located immediately adjacent to any of the planned work activity areas.  The proposed project 
would strengthen levee stability and improve flood protection for the Sacramento region. The determination of flood 
insurance rates does not relate to the environmental analysis contained in the EIS/EIR.  Cleanup of trash and other 
debris is a City and/or County maintenance issue.

B-1 Beverly Nason
Public Meeting 
Transcript

Construction Impacts
Comment noted.  Minimization and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce potential impacts from construction 
vibration.

B-2 Pamela Bigelow
Public Meeting 
Transcript

O&M and Construction 
Impacts

The trees that would be removed as part of the ARCF GRR are limited to the trees that would be directly impacted by 
construction of the project. The Corps understands the commenter’s concerns related to the use of staging areas 
within existing developed neighborhoods. However, such staging areas are necessary to carry out the proposed 
project.  The Corps will minimize disturbance in the staging areas to the extent feasible.  The commenter’s concern for 
this potential fire hazard is appreciated and this issue will be brought to the attention of the appropriate State levee 
maintenance agency.

B-3 Shirley Short
Public Meeting 
Transcript

Public Meeting Format
The purpose for the public meeting was to provide interested members of the public and agencies with an 
opportunity to provide comments on the environmental analysis and to respond to questions regarding the proposed 
project.

B-4 Craig Carroll
Public Meeting 
Transcript

Vegetation Removal, 
Privacy During 
Construction, and 
Encroachment removal.

Under the ARCF GRR, the trees proposed for removal are limited to the trees that would be directly impacted by 
construction of the project.  High hazard tree removal is a separate action being conducted by SAFCA.  The Corps 
tagged trees in 2011 as part of preliminary vegetation surveys that were used to establish a baseline condition and 
effects analysis for this EIS/EIR.  The Corps tags do not indicate that a tree is proposed for removal.  The Corps 
appreciates the commenter's concern over privacy during construction; however privacy fences between construction 
activities and adjacent properties are not proposed as part of the project.  Permitted encroachment removal would be 
coordinated between the non-federal sponsors and the owners, and would be replaced following construction.

C-1
John Lundgren, on behalf 
of Jeff Leatherman

Public Meeting 
Transcript

Recreation Impacts
The recreation section of the EIS/EIR has been updated with more detail, including these concerns.  The Corps is 
committed to coordinating with County Parks prior to implementation of construction.

C-2 John Lundgren
Public Meeting 
Transcript

Borrow Sites

The Corps or its contractor would consult with Sacramento County and ensure receipt of all applicable permits prior 
to construction.    The Corps has not proposed any activities in the Dry Creek Parkway, however SAFCA has proposed a 
borrow site within the parkway.  SAFCA would coordinate with Sacramento County regarding any work in the Dry 
Creek Parkway if that borrow site is selected for use.

D-1 Pat Hara and Jack Burrows
Public Meeting 
Transcript

Flood Insurance This comment does not relate to the environmental analysis contained in the EIS/EIR; the comment is noted.

D-2 Judith Scott
Public Meeting 
Transcript

Public Meeting Thank you for your comments.

E Lissa McKee Comment Sheet Various Thank you for your comments.

F Carolyn Baker Comment Sheet Tree Removal

SAFCA intends to implement the specific levee improvements in the North Sacramento Streams and Sacramento River 
East Levee areas; other improvements identified in the ARCF GRR would be implemented by the Corps.  The Corps 
Sacramento District will apply for a variance to the vegetation policy and if granted would  only remove vegetation 
within the footprint necessary for construction under the ARCF GRR.  The local maintaining agencies are responsible 
for any further vegetation maintenance activities.



G Ellen Broms Comment Sheet
O&M and Construction 
Impacts

SAFCA understands the commenter’s concerns related to the use of staging areas within existing developed 
neighborhoods. However, such staging areas are necessary to carry out the proposed project. SAFCA will minimize 
disturbance in the staging areas to the extent feasible. SAFCA's Vegetation Management Decision Key (included as 
Appendix B of the Levee Accreditation Program DEIR) states that fruit- and nut-bearing trees will be assessed and 
removed from both landside and waterside levee slopes. Fruit- and nut-bearing trees at these locations were 
identified as high-hazard trees for removal as part of the proposed project. The locations of trees that would be 
removed as part of the proposed project are shown on Exhibit 3-17 in Chapter 3, of SAFCA's EIR “Project Description” 
(page 3-110 of the DEIR).

H Mary Schwartz Comment Sheet
Public Meeting Format & 
Construction Schedule

The Corps will ensure that the commenter's address is added to the final mailing list.  Comments regarding meeting 
format and schedule are noted.

I-1 Dan Kopp E-mail Vegetation Removal

The tagged trees by your house may not necessarily be associated with this project, but your description of the 
locations of the tagged trees sound like they could be from the 2011 tree survey that was conducted by this project.  
The 2011 tree survey was conducted as preliminary information only and does not necessarily indicate that the trees 
will be removed.  The trees were tagged and logged into a GIS database for data purposes only. No trees have been 
definitely identified for removal at this time.  In the preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project 
following Congressional authorization, site-specific analysis would be conducted prior to construction to determine 
specific impacts, including which trees would be need to be removed for construction purposes only.

I-2 Dan Kopp E-mail Wildlife Impacts
Tree removal would occur outside of the nesting season and would be monitored by a biologist to ensure that no 
impacts occur to nesting birds.

I-3 Dan Kopp E-mail Typos Thank you for your comment.

J-1 Stan Jones E-mail
Public Accessibility 
During Construction

It is unclear what the purpose would be for providing “viewing areas” for members of the public to see the project-
related construction activities. Furthermore, such “viewing areas” would result in a safety hazard for members of the 
public in proximity to construction equipment, and would not reduce the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project in any way.

J-2 Stan Jones E-mail Public Levee Access Levee encroachments would be replaced following construction based on existing CVFPB encroachment permits.

J-3 Stan Jones E-mail Tree Removal

SAFCA proposes to remove high hazard vegetation as a part of their Levee Accreditation Program.  The specific 
locations of proposed high hazard vegetation can be found in SAFCA's EIR on Exhibits 3-18 (Chapter 3, “Project 
Description”), and 4.6 3a through 4.6 3d (Section 4.6, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial”). Details regarding the 
evaluation criteria for trees and other vegetation that would be removed are contained on pages 3 48 through 3 50 of 
Chapter 3, “Project Description,” and in DEIR Appendix B.

K-1 Janet Fullwood E-mail Seepage
Both SAFCA and the Corps propose to address seepage concerns through the construction of seepage cutoff walls, 
including at the location of the commenter's home.  

K-2 Janet Fullwood E-mail O&M

SAFCA is proposing to construct the seepage and stability improvements in this portion of the ARCF project area.  
SAFCA will bring this issue to the attention of the appropriate State levee maintenance agency. SAFCA also notes that 
proposed Conservation Strategy Policy SSP-1 requires that construction vehicles and equipment must be cleaned 
inside and out at an authorized washing facility before arrival at the project construction areas and must be inspected 
in an attempt to ensure they are free of soil and debris that could harbor nonnative plant seeds, roots, or rhizomes. If 
invasive or noxious weeds are already present in portions of the project areas, vehicles must be cleaned before 
moving from infested areas to areas that are weed free. Exterior cleaning must consist of pressure washing vehicles 
and equipment, with close attention paid to the tracks, feet, and/or tires and on all elements of the undercarriage. 
Vehicle cabs must be swept out, and refuse must be disposed at an approved off-site location. 

L James Geary E-mail Public Levee Access Levee encroachments would be replaced following construction based on existing CVFPB encroachment permits.
M Maggie Beddow E-mail Public Levee Access Levee encroachments would be replaced following construction based on existing CVFPB encroachment permits.



N-1
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Alternatives

CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(2) refers to the identification of the No Action Alternative, which was included in 
accordance with the cited regulations.  Identification of the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative 
(LEDPA) is required as a part of the Section 404(b)(1) Analysis and is included in Appendix E of the EIS/EIR. For this 
project, Alternative 2 is identified as the LEDPA.

N-2
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

The Corps attempts to avoid impacts to known cultural resources wherever possible.  The consideration of setback 
levees, stability berms, and seepage berms, is made and incorporated where feasible.  The Corps welcomes the 
opportunity to consider the specific design features the UAIC would like incorporated to reduce the potential for 
direct cultural impacts.  Corps cultural resources staff followed up with UAIC in a letter dated July 7, 2015, in a staff-to-
staff consultation meeting on August 6, 2015, and in emails dated August 10 and 17, 2015  requesting this specific 
information.  The Corps has not only consulted during the planning phase, and will continue to consult with UAIC 
throughout the design and construction phases of the project.

N-3
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

The Corps values the role that Native American tribes, including the UAIC, has as a Tribe, government, and partner.  
UAIC is identified within Section 5.0 (Compliance with Applicable Laws, Policies, and Plans) as a Native American tribe. 
Within Section 6.0 (Consultation and Coordination) there is extensive description of efforts to consult with tribes, 
including UAIC.  These concerns and a process for addressing them are reflected in the Programmatic Agreement for 
ARCF as well as the EIS/EIR.  As a consulting party, the UAIC, and its comments, are given consideration by the Corps 
from the initiation of consultation through to the fulfillment of the Section 106 process, and in many cases, beyond.  
The Corps has not only consulted during the planning phase, and will continue to consult with UAIC throughout the 
design and construction phases of the project.

N-4
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

The Corps appreciates the opportunity to consider tribe/tribal values throughout the document.  The Corps has added 
to section 3.9.1 "Cultural Resources Site Types" descriptions for Traditional Cultural Properties and Traditional 
Cultural Landscapes which address sites of importance to tribes, and are resource category types directly related to 
tribal values that tribes have indicated to the Corps are important.  Language has been added to ES.9 (Areas of 
Controversy and Unresolved Issues) to consider effects to cultural resources and resources significant to tribes.  

N-5
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

The NEPA/CEQA process allows participation through the public comment period. Further, we are currently engaged 
in government-to-government consultation with the UAIC.  The Corps and the CVFPB will provide the updated EIS/EIR 
to the Tribe at the next public review period (tentatively scheduled for January 2016) and welcome the Tribe's 
ongoing participation at that time.

N-6
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Alternatives

The Corps has considered a reasonable range of alternatives, as required by NEPA.  The Corps considered a wide 
variety of alternatives to reduce flood risk to the city of Sacramento. Further, the Corps provided an extensive 
explanation for all alternatives considered, but not carried through. Because the levees surrounding the City are in 
such poor shape, the most effective plan to reduce that risk is to improve the existing levees in place. A setback levee 
with a seepage berm is recommended for the Sacramento Bypass north levee which would approximately double the 
floodplain area. The remainder of the levees are adjacent to urban development with little to no available land for a 
levee setback or seepage berm.  These levees would be improved with a slurry cutoff wall through the center of the 
levee. The top half of the levee would be removed to create a construction platform while the bottom half of the 
levee on both sides would remain intact.  



N-7
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Public Review

The Corps and CVFPB would supplement the EIS/EIR in accordance with NEPA/CEQA regulations, if needed.  Under  
CEQA, a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public 
notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification.  As 
used in this section, the term "information" can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as 
additional data or other information.  New information added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in 
a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental 
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 
the project's proponents have declined to implement (14 CCR Section 15088.5).  Under NEPA, the Corps shall prepare 
supplements to either draft or final environmental impact statements if: (i) The agency makes substantial changes in 
the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or (ii) There are significant new circumstances or 
information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts (40 CFR 1502.9[c]).  
Additionally, under NEPA the Corps is required to circulate the Final EIS to the public prior to approval.  Currently 
release of the Final EIS is tentatively scheduled for early 2016.

N-8
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

The Corps appreciates UAIC's suggestion to evaluate effects to cultural resources and propose treatment prior to 
construction beginning.  The Programmatic Agreement (PA) (Enclosure 1 of Appendix C of the DEIS/DEIR) includes 
stipulations (Stipulation III - "The HPMP [which provides the framework by which remaining identification, evaluation 
of eligibility, findings of effect, and resolution of adverse effect efforts] shall be developed after execution of the 
Agreement, but before construction commences." and Stipulation IV - "The Corps shall complete any identification 
and evaluation, and as necessary, any evaluation of effects to Historic Properties prior to proceeding with 
construction") for the identification and evaluation of cultural resources as construction details become available.  
Additionally, the PA outlines many potential treatment options for adverse effects to historic properties, not limited 
to data recovery.  These potential treatment options would be developed in consultation with the SHPO and Native 
American tribes.

N-9
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

The Corps has added to section 3.9.1 "Cultural Resources Site Types" descriptions for Traditional Cultural Properties 
and Traditional Cultural Landscapes which address sites of importance to tribes, and are resource category types 
directly related to tribal values that tribes have indicated to the Corps are important.  The PA includes procedures to 
consult with tribes on identification, eligibility, and evaluation determinations (Stipulations III, IV, VI, XI) for sites of 
importance to tribes, throughout its implementation.

N-10
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Alternatives/Cultural

Preservation in place is considered as a potential mitigation for cultural resources.  Where appropriate, avoidance is 
the preferred mitigation measure.  The Corps has added to section 3.9.1 "Cultural Resources Site Types" descriptions 
for Traditional Cultural Properties and Traditional Cultural Landscapes which address sites of importance to tribes, 
and are resource category types directly related to tribal values that tribes have indicated to the Corps are important.  
The PA includes procedures throughout implementation to consult with tribes on identification, eligibility, and 
evaluation determinations (Stipulations III, IV, VI, XI) for sites of importance to tribes.

N-11
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Utilities/Cultural

Utility relocations, including PG&E lines, are addressed in the EIS/EIR under the Utilities Section (Section 3.16).  There 
is the potential that relocation of underground utility lines could impact cultural resources.  During the design phase 
of the project, site-specific analysis would occur prior to construction, including any impacts associated with utility 
relocations and associated cultural resources impacts.  The Corps will continue to consult with UAIC throughout the 
design and construction phases of the project.



N-12
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cumulative/Cultural

The cumulative impacts to cultural resources are considered in the EIS/EIR.  NEPA and CEQA require the consideration 
of unavoidable impacts to cultural resources, to include cumulative impacts.  The cumulative impact section does not 
state that "cultural resources are typically not subject to cumulative effects".  The document states that "cumulative 
overall impact to non-renewable cultural resources is likely, as well as significant and unavoidable."  The section 
further states that the project is addressing effects (to include mitigation) through the execution of a PA.

N-13
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Borrow/Staging

At this time, no borrow sites and staging areas have been identified for the project.  Typical impacts of borrow 
activities have been analyzed throughout the EIS/EIR, including some updates in the Final EIS/EIR based on project 
review.  If additional impacts occur beyond those described in this EIS/EIR, the Corps would produce a supplemental 
NEPA/CEQA document, as appropriate.

N-14
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Vegetation

For the purposes of this EIS/EIR, the Corps took a conservative approach in analyzing wetlands, and considered all 
potential wetlands jurisdictional.  Wetland delineations will be conducted on a site-specific basis prior to construction.  
If the delineation determines that there are significant impacts to wetlands beyond those addressed in this document 
(Sections 3.5, 3.6, and 3.8), then a supplemental NEPA document may be required.

N-15
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Construction Details
A Corps project does not take into consideration the requirements for FEMA.  Local entities work directly with FEMA 
to determine if they are in a regulatory floodplain and the implications of any land use restrictions.  For bank 
protection work on the Sacramento River, it is likely that barges will be used.

N-16
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail NEPA

During the preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project, the Corps will be designing each phase of the 
project on a site-specific basis.  During this site-specific design, an analysis will be conducted to determine whether 
the impacts are consistent with those described in this EIS/EIR or whether supplemental NEPA analysis would need to 
occur. 

N-17
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

Thank you for your comment regarding the potential need for vibration or compression effects of the project on 
cultural resources.  These types of studies have not been conducted but may be considered appropriate at a later 
stage of the project once more specific design details are known.  Effects to historic properties will be evaluated in 
accordance with Stipulations III and IV of the PA.

N-18
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

Thank you for your comment regarding the potential need for vegetation impacts of the project on cultural plants, 
including mounds or cultural landscapes.  These types of studies have not been conducted but may be considered 
appropriate at a later stage of the project once more specific design details are known.  During the design phase, site 
specific analysis would occur and localized effects at each site would be evaluated to determine what additional 
studies may need to occur.

N-19
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural
The Corps appreciates the suggestion and will consider this as future mitigation for the project, which would be 
determined through the execution of the PA.  At present the Corps is not aware of an existing mitigation bank for 
cultural resources.

N-20
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

Regarding post-approval technical studies for cultural resources, 36 CFR Part 800.14(b)(1)(ii) allows that a PA be used 
when effects on historic properties cannot be fully determined prior to approval of an undertaking.  Specific to the 
project, the PA will allow for the Corps to follow the Section 106 process to identify historic properties, evaluate their 
National Register eligibility, assess potential adverse effects, and, if necessary, resolve adverse effects.  Regarding 
other technical studies, the ARCF GRR is a study that evaluates the alternatives and proposes a plan for authorization 
by Congress.  Following Congressional authorization, further studies will occur during the design phase, including site 
specific engineering and environmental analyses, such as construction plans and specs, wetland delineations, and 
other more detailed design-level efforts.  

N-21
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Climate Change
Raising structures was analyzed in the initial array of alternatives in the GRR under "Non-structural Measures" and 
eliminated from further consideration, and explained why.  In the EIS/EIR, this process is summarized in Section 2.1.2 
under "Non-Structural Measures".



N-22
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural

Under "Cultural Resource Types" there is a section that describes Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) that is directly 
quoted in part from National Parks Service Bulletin 38.  A section to describe the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation's definitions of traditional cultural landscapes has also been added to this section.  The Corps will 
continue to consult with the UAIC and other tribes throughout the implementation of the project regarding the 
importance of place, setting, and landscape to the tribe and will follow up with a request for this information.

N-23
United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria

E-mail Cultural NAHC is listed in the EIS/EIR's list of recipients as a State agency that received a copy of the draft report.

O-1
California Department of 
Transportation

Letter Bridge Design/H&H
 Concur.  The Corps will evaluate site-specific conditions, including impacts to critical bridges during site-specific 
design in the design phase of this study known as Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED).

O-2
California Department of 
Transportation

Letter Bridge Design
Where project features interface with Caltrans bridges, appropriate steps in PED phase will be taken to coordinate 
bridge access.

O-3
California Department of 
Transportation

Letter Bridge Design/H&H
 Concur.  The Corps will evaluate site-specific conditions, including impacts to bridge embankments during site-
specific design in the design phase of this study known as Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED).

O-4
California Department of 
Transportation

Letter Bridge Design
Any bridge modifications to incorporate project features will be designed based on current Caltrans design codes and 
criteria. 

O-5
California Department of 
Transportation

Letter Bridge Design Project flood features, including floodwall and levee heights, will be coordinated during PED phase.

O-6
California Department of 
Transportation

Letter Transportation
Prior to construction, the Corps and/or its construction contractor will prepare a Traffic Control and Road 
Maintenance Plan.  Hauling by barge is possible for bank protection repairs on the Sacramento River.  For this 
measure, the Corps will consider hauling by barge to reduce truck traffic impacts.

O-7
California Department of 
Transportation

Letter Transportation
Detours would be provided during construction for all impacted bike trails.  Levee encroachments would be replaced 
following construction based on existing CVFPB encroachment permits.

O-8
California Department of 
Transportation

Letter Transportation The Corps will continue to provide documents to CalTrans for review, as appropriate.

P-1
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Biological Resources
Section 3.6 has been expanded to include analysis of habitat types in the study area, including sensitive habitats.  
State-listed species have been added to the analysis in Section 3.8.

P-2
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Vegetation
Section 3.6 has been expanded to include impact analysis to sensitive species.  Habitat maps of the study area have 
been added as Appendix B of the EIS/EIR.

P-3
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Fisheries
The analysis in Section 3.7.5 has been expanded to elaborate on potential impacts to fish species in the Sacramento 
Bypass, to include fish passage through the bypass and stranding.

P-4
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Fisheries The impact analysis in Section 3.7.4 has been expanded to address predation at bank protection sites.

P-5
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Vegetation

As detailed in Section 1.4.5 of the EIS/EIR, the Corps has conducted an analysis to determine the feasibility of 
acquiring a vegetation variance.  The analysis determined that receipt of a variance is a reasonable assumption for the 
project and therefore all effects analyses assumed the variance is in place.  If a variance is not granted by USACE HQ, 
then the Corps will conduct further NEPA/CEQA analysis at that time to analyze the effects of compliance with ETL 
1110-2-583. The variance application process will be conducted following Congressional authorization during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

P-6
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Fisheries
The Corps is not proposing to alter the existing Sacramento Bypass under this action.  The Corps is proposing to design 
the newly widened Sacramento Bypass in a manner to ensure positive drainage, which would prevent further 
stranding of fish in this area.

P-7
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Agriculture Concur.  The final EIS/EIR will be updated to reference the current land uses in the proposed widened Bypass area.



P-8
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Land Use
After project construction, the CVFPB will evaluate the appropriate course of action regarding the future land use in 
the Bypass.

P-9
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Recreation Impacts

The CVFPB staff coordinated with CDFW to discuss recreation impacts in the Sacramento Bypass, and the recreation 
section of the EIS/EIR has been updated in response to those discussions to elaborate on impacts to recreation and 
access.  Through these discussions, it was determined that no additional mitigation measures to address recreation 
impacts needed to be added to the EIS/EIR at this time.

P-10
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Recreation Impacts

The CVFPB staff coordinated with CDFW to discuss recreation impacts in the Sacramento Bypass, and Section 3.14.5 
of the EIS/EIR has been updated in response to those discussions to include potential restrictions for hunting during 
some aspects of construction.  However, it is anticipated that there would be no conflict for the majority of the 
construction period, because construction would be occurring outside of the existing bypass with the levee providing 
a barrier between the wildlife area and the construction area.

P-11
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Land Use/GGS
After project construction and turn over, the CVFPB will evaluate the appropriate course of action regarding the 
future land use in the Bypass.  Impacts to GGS associated with removal of canals has been coordinated with USFWS 
and is included in the Biological Opinion appended to the final EIS/EIR.

P-12
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Invasive Species
Section 3.6 was updated to include impact analysis and measures to prevent the spread of invasive species during 
construction of the project.

P-13
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Fisheries
Language was added to the EIS/EIR in both the project description and the Fisheries analysis to reflect that during 
construction, the expanded bypass would be sloped to the south and graded in a manner consistent with the existing 
bypass to provide positive drainage.

P-14
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Special Status Species
The new north levee of the Sacramento Bypass would be consistent with the existing north levee of the bypass.  
Impacts to listed species were analyzed with this design considered.

P-15
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter HTRW

The local sponsors are required to acquire all necessary lands and easements to facilitate the project.  Lands acquired 
for the project must be free of contamination.  As a result, they would be required to ensure that the appropriate 
parties remediate the landfill prior to providing the lands to the Corps for project implementation.  As a result, the 
landfill remediation is not considered to be a part of the proposed action.  Any environmental compliance activities 
associated with the remediation would be the responsibility of the entity conducting the remediation of the site.

P-16
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Borrow Sites
Thank you for your comment.  We will take this into consideration when selecting final borrow sites during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

P-17
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Borrow Sites

At this time, no borrow sites have been identified for the project.  Typical impacts of borrow activities have been 
analyzed throughout the documents, including some updates in the Final EIS/EIR based on project review.  If 
additional impacts occur beyond those described in this document, the Corps would conduct supplemental 
NEPA/CEQA compliance analyses, as appropriate.  If a borrow site is used as a future mitigation site, the conditions of 
the site would be improved to provide mitigative habitat beyond the existing condition of a borrow site.  Borrow site 
restoration only includes returning it to pre-project conditions.  Mitigation would involve creation of new habitat 
beyond what was existing prior to borrow activities. 

P-18
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Borrow Sites
Thank you for your comment.  We will take this into consideration when selecting final borrow sites during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

P-19
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Land Use
The EIS/EIR has been updated to describe the existing land use and public access in the Sacramento Bypass, and its 
operations by both CDFW and DWR.

P-20
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Editorial/Land Use
Editorial changes to the EIS/EIR have been made as recommended.  After project construction, the CVFPB will 
evaluate the appropriate future land uses in the Bypass.



P-21
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Fisheries

The Corps has not conducted any studies at this time to assess fish passage through the Sacramento Bypass.  As a 
term and condition of the NMFS Biological Opinion, the Corps has committed to conducting monitoring in order to 
assess these effects.  Section 3.8 of the EIS/EIR has been updated to include fish passage measures, measures to 
prevent stranding, and the other terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion.  The final Biological Opinion, with a 
finding of no jeopardy to listed species, is included as Appendix J of the EIS/EIR.

P-22
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Fisheries

Section 3.8 of EIS/EIR has been updated to include further discussion of impacts to listed fish species from stranding 
and passage concerns.  In accordance with the NMFS Biological Opinion, the mitigation section has been updated to 
reflect the terms and conditions and reasonable and prudent measures, including proposed fish passage measures for 
the study.  Prior to construction, detailed design will occur and these measures will be refined and expanded.  At that 
time, an analysis will occur to determine whether additional NEPA analysis needs to occur.  Additional coordination 
with the resource agencies and other local action agencies would occur during detailed design to ensure that the 
project is designed to allow for fish migration and passage through the bypasses.

P-23
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Fisheries
Concur, the construction window discussion has been updated.  A general assumption of August 1 to November 30 
was assumed, however this assumption will be reconsidered on a site-specific basis, depending on what species are 
known to be present and the proposed construction activities at each site.

P-24
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter Project Design
Concur.  Site specific designs would occur during the preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project, to 
include consideration of fish stranding.

P-25
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter BA
The compensation times cited in the BA were developed during ongoing consultation with NMFS and USFWS through 
a variety of Corps programs and are based on the species' life cycles. 

P-26
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter BA/Fisheries
The final BA was transmitted to NMFS and USFWS on 4/3/15 and Biological Opinions have been received from USFWS 
and NMFS (Appendix J). The Corps acknowledges CDFW's comments and concerns, and should consultation be 
reinitiated, the Corps will consider incorporating these comments.

P-27
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter BA/Fisheries Comment noted.

P-28
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter BA/Fisheries Comment noted.

P-29
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter BA/Fisheries
The life cycles discussion in the EIS/EIR has been updated to focus more on what stages are expected to occur in the 
study area.

P-30
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter BA/Fisheries

The Corps' Sacramento River Bank Protection Project has been monitoring bank protection sites to determine optimal 
designs and effects of these sites on juvenile salmonid species.  The results of these studies will be used during site-
specific design of the ARCF GRR project to ensure that bank protection sites include features that benefit salmonid 
species long-term.  Additional monitoring of salmonid species is not proposed for this action; however, the Corps 
intends to initiate a green sturgeon monitoring program under this project to evaluate effects and optimal designs for 
this species.  The details of this program are included in Section 3.8 of the final EIS/EIR and are also discussed in the 
NMFS Biological Opinion and the Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

P-31
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife

Letter EIS/EIR

CDFW's comments have been addressed as appropriate for this phase of the project and the level of design that 
currently exists in this Corps SMART Planning study.  More detailed design on many aspects of the project will occur 
following Congressional authorization of the project, and further coordination will occur at that time.  During detailed 
design of the project, an analysis will occur to determine whether further NEPA/CEQA compliance will be required.

Q-1
U.S. Department of the 
Interior

Letter Construction Schedule

Tables 4 and 6 of the Draft EIS/EIR show the proposed construction schedule for each alternative, respectively.  These 
tables indicate that construction would take approximately 10 years.  For the American River Parkway, Tables 4 and 6 
show that construction would occur over 9 of the 10 construction years, sometimes with multiple sites in the Parkway 
occurring during the same year. 



Q-2
U.S. Department of the 
Interior

Letter Recreation Impacts

Each construction season would vary depending on the length of the reach being constructed and applicable species 
work windows.  Proposed mitigation for recreation would be implemented, as described in the document, with 
coordination occurring in advance with Sacramento County and the public.  Note that the cumulative effects analysis 
specifically states that at the time of this analysis, no additional heavy construction projects are expected to occur 
within the Parkway at the same time as the recommended plan and thus no cumulative effects are assumed.  During 
site-specific design, an analysis will occur to determine whether further NEPA or CEQA documentation would be 
required.

Q-3
U.S. Department of the 
Interior

Letter Vegetation Impacts
The Corps will ensure that the construction contractor adheres to all required BMPs during construction, including 
ensuring that all appropriate mitigation and restoration is completed.

Q-4
U.S. Department of the 
Interior

Letter Recreation The Corps has added the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to the Recreation Regulatory Setting.

Q-5
U.S. Department of the 
Interior

Letter Coordination
Section 6.3 has been updated to include language regarding coordination with the National Park Service.  The Corps 
will continue coordination with the NPS throughout the design phase of the project.

R-1
Sacramento County 
Department of 
Transportation

Letter Transportation

The Corps will ensure that site-specific traffic studies are completed during the preconstruction engineering and 
design phase of the project once borrow sites, staging areas, and haul routes are defined for each construction area.  
If these studies result in impacts beyond those disclosed in this EIS/EIR, then supplemental NEPA documents would 
address these impacts.

R-2
Sacramento County 
Department of 
Transportation

Letter Transportation
The Corps will ensure that a Traffic Plan is completed by the construction contractors, coordinated with SACDOT, and 
implemented during construction, to include all required BMPs and mitigation measures discussed in this EIS/EIR.  

S-1
Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management 
District

Letter Air Quality The Corps has updated the EIS/EIR to reflect that on-road haul trucks will comply with 2010 standards.  

S-2
Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management 
District

Letter Air Quality
Concur.  The Corps will update the air quality emission calculations to include the differences between Alternatives 1 
and 2.

S-3
Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management 
District

Letter Air Quality Concur.  This mitigation measure has been removed from the EIS/EIR.

S-4
Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management 
District

Letter Air Quality
Concur.  The Corps has updated the Air Quality section to clarify that the required mitigation for off-road equipment 
would be the SMAQMD enhanced exhaust controls.  However, the Corps will encourage their contractors to use Tier 4 
equipment as well to further reduce emissions.

S-5
Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management 
District

Letter Climate Change
Concur.  The final EIS/EIR will include language acknowledging SMAQMD GHG thresholds for use in supplemental 
analyses.

S-6
Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management 
District

Letter Climate Change
Concur.  The Corps revised the referenced GHG mitigation measure and significant threshold discussions in the final 
EIS/EIR to remove the 7,000 metric ton presumptive threshold.

S-7
Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management 
District

Letter Air Quality Tables 1a and 1b have been added to Appendix D for the final EIS/EIR.

S-8
Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management 
District

Letter Air Quality Concur.  The Corps will ensure that all applicable SMAQMD rules are identified prior to and during construction.

T-1 State Lands Commission Letter Real Estate The Corps will ensure that appropriate coordination occurs with SLC prior to construction.



T-2 State Lands Commission Letter Real Estate
Thank you for your comment and for notifying us up front.  We will contact State Lands Commission if we have any 
questions.

T-3 State Lands Commission Letter Real Estate
Construction of the proposed project would not restrict or impede the easement rights of the public.  Any in-water 
construction activities would occur on the bankside and would allow for recreation traffic to continue as normal.

T-4 State Lands Commission Letter EIS Revisions Concur.  This paragraph has been revised as requested.

T-5 State Lands Commission Letter Turbidity
Section 3.5.6 of the EIS/EIR includes specific mitigation measures to control sediment release during construction.  
Additional mitigation, as needed, may be coordinated with the CVRWQCB as a part of the Water Quality Certification 
process during the preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

T-6 State Lands Commission Letter Turbidity
The Corps proposes BMPs in Section 3.5 to reduce potential water quality effects, including turbidity.  The proposed 
project will ensure that the Basin Plan turbidity standards are not exceeded during construction.

T-7 State Lands Commission Letter Cultural
In the event of a cultural resource discovery, the landowner would be notified.  Due to the size and scope of the 
project, this includes many landowners, to include the State Lands Commission.  As a result, the general term 
"landowner" is used throughout the documents.  This process is described further in the PA.

T-8 State Lands Commission Letter Cultural

The MMRP documents the proposed mitigation associated with this project.  The MMRP does not identify specific 
landowners or parcels, and rather focuses on general mitigation measures to be implemented throughout project 
construction.  At this time, there is no proposed mitigation that the SLC is associated with, and therefore there is not 
an outlet to add language to the MMRP per this request.  The Corps will coordinate with the SLC, as necessary, during 
the construction phase.

T-9 State Lands Commission Letter Cultural
Concur.  In the event that cultural resources are discovered on California State Lands Commission lands during 
construction or any other phase of the project, the commission would be contacted.

T-10 State Lands Commission Letter Sea Level Rise Concur.  The Corps addressed Sea Level Rise in the final EIS/EIR in the Climate Change Section.
T-11 State Lands Commission Letter Sea Level Rise Concur.  Comment noted. 

T-12 State Lands Commission Letter Contact The Corps will ensure that all project related documents are provided to the State Lands Commission, as appropriate.

U-1 Kim Tremaine Letter Cultural Resources

Thank you for your comment.  The Programmatic Agreement that has been executed for this project will guide future 
identification of potential historic properties to occur when design details are better known and prior to construction.  
The Corps is aware of the potential for subsurface sites and will employ a variety of methods, which are to be 
determined, to identify sites.  Consideration of effects to historic properties will be completed through 
implementation of the PA (Stipulation III and IV). Further, the PA also includes procedures to follow in the event of the 
discovery of unknown historic properties (Stipulation IX).

V-1 Kim Tremaine Letter Geotech
The Corps is required to conduct a Probable Failure Mode Analysis, which is currently in progress through the Corps' 
Risk Management Center.  The RMC is currently conducting the Probable Failure Mode Analysis, which corresponds 
with the Total Conditional Performance Analysis.  This study will be completed prior to authorization of the project.

V-2 Kim Tremaine Letter Geotech

There is a significant amount of existing field data that was evaluated for the study.  The data will be expanded as 
needed during PED.  Additionally, the Folsom Dam Water Control Manual Update is conducting a channel stability 
assessment on the American River.  In the design phase of the project, the design will be updated as appropriate to 
reflect the findings of the channel stability assessment. We are unaware of any "fine grained geophysical data" that 
leads us to a change in our conclusions, however if any data is found, we will incorporate this data during the design 
phase.



W-1 Delta Stewardship Council Letter
Systemwide 
Evaluation/GRR

A wide variety of possible alternatives was considered, including features throughout the watershed, to find ways to 
reduce the flood risk to the City of Sacramento. USACE has developed a hydraulic model of the Sacramento River 
which allows us to analyze the effects of modifications to the flood management system.  Because the levees 
surrounding the City are in such poor shape, the analysis showed that most effective plan to reduce the flood risk is to 
improve the existing levees.  A setback levee is recommended for the north levee of the Sacramento Bypass  which 
would approximately double it's floodplain area. The remainder of the levees are adjacent to urban development with 
little to no available land for a levee setback.   The ongoing Central Valley Integrated Flood Management Study 
(CVIFMS) is a multi-purpose watershed study that is considering the larger, regional scale benefits associated with 
flood risk management, ecosystem restoration and other water resource related purposes. 

W-2 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Risk Analysis/GRR
The ARCF GRR identifies the Federal interest in a flood risk management project, and is not constrained by, nor seeks 
to achieve FEMA levee accreditation standards and local laws such as SB-5.  The extent that the recommended plan 
complies with FEMA and SB-5 standards is a determination required to be made by the non-federal sponsor.

W-3 Delta Stewardship Council Letter GRR/Coordination

The Project Delivery team (PDT) for the American River Common Features GRR is made up of staff from USACE as well 
as staff from the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA).  
During the development and evaluation of the alternative plans, weekly team meetings were held to coordinate 
information and report on the status of analysis.  Part of this coordination included reports from the sponsors on 
activities they are involved in, including the Basin-wide feasibility study.  Widening of the Sacramento Bypass was 
identified by the sponsors as a feature that would be consistent with and supportive of the goals of the Basinwide 
Feasibility Study. 

W-4 Delta Stewardship Council Letter GRR/Variance

As detailed in Section 1.4.5 of the EIS/EIR, the Corps has conducted an analysis to determine the feasibility of 
acquiring a vegetation variance.  The analysis determined that receipt of a variance is a reasonable assumption for the 
project and therefore all effects analyses assumed the variance is in place.  If a variance is not granted by USACE HQ, 
then the Corps will conduct further NEPA/CEQA analysis at that time to analyze the effects of compliance with ETL 
1110-2-583. The variance application process will be conducted following Congressional authorization during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

W-5 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Variance

As detailed in Section 1.4.5 of the EIS/EIR, the Corps has conducted an analysis to determine the feasibility of 
acquiring a vegetation variance.  The analysis determined that receipt of a variance is a reasonable assumption for the 
project and therefore all effects analyses assumed the variance is in place.  If a variance is not granted by USACE HQ, 
then the Corps will conduct further NEPA/CEQA analysis at that time to analyze the effects of compliance with ETL 
1110-2-583. The variance application process will be conducted following Congressional authorization during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

W-6 Delta Stewardship Council Letter CVFIMS

Thank you for your comment. The Central Valley Integrated Flood Management Watershed Study (CVIFMS) will 
include an assessment of existing and future conditions of the Sacramento River watershed in order to develop 
recommendations for future actions that integrate co-equal objectives of long-term water supply, flood risk 
management, and ecosystem sustainability. Assessment of future conditions will include consideration of reasonably 
foreseeable future actions within the watershed and their effects to watershed resources and function.

W-7 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Alternatives

A wide variety of possible alternatives was considered to find ways to reduce the flood risk to the City of Sacramento. 
Because the levees surrounding the City are in such poor shape, the most effective plan to reduce that risk is to 
improve the existing levees in place. A setback levee is recommended for the Sacramento Bypass north levee which 
would approximately double the floodplain area. The remainder of the levees are adjacent to urban development 
with little to no available land for a levee setback.  In areas along the river where bank protection is recommended, 
riparian vegetation can be maintained and expanded.  There is also an opportunity to establish riparian vegetation in 
the widened portion of the Sacramento Bypass.   



X-1 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Compliance

The Central Valley Flood Protection Board recognizes its obligations under the Delta Reform Act and the Delta Plan 
regulations, and the importance of the Delta's co-equal goals.  The Board will promote the inclusion of the Delta 
Stewardship Council's recommendations into future project specific environmental analyses, and the lead agencies 
intend to initiate additional public involvement and agency coordination prior to project implementation.

X-2 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Risk Analysis Results of the risk analyses are included in the GRR, which is a companion document to the EIS/EIR.  The potential for 
downstream effects is addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIS/EIR and the Hydraulic Appendix to the GRR.

X-3 Delta Stewardship Council Letter O&M

The Corps typically updates the O&M Manual during the construction phase of the project.  General O&M activities 
are discussed in the draft EIS/EIR in Section 2.3.4.  The Corps reviewed the resource sections to ensure that the effects 
of these activities are analyzed throughout the document.  The existing O&M Manual is available upon request from 
the Corps. 

X-4 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Variance

As detailed in Section 1.4.5 of the EIS/EIR, the Corps has conducted an analysis to determine the feasibility of 
acquiring a vegetation variance.  The analysis determined that receipt of a variance is a reasonable assumption for the 
project and therefore all effects analyses assumed the variance is in place.  If a variance is not granted by USACE HQ, 
then the Corps will conduct further NEPA/CEQA analysis at that time to analyze the effects of compliance with ETL 
1110-2-583. The variance application process will be conducted following Congressional authorization during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

X-5 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Mitigation
The Corps will mitigate on-site to the maximum extent feasible.  Any off-site mitigation is required to be as close to 
the impact area as possible.  The Corps will strive to mitigate on the same waterway when possible, but for some 
impacts onsite mitigation is not possible and would be compensated through the purchase of mitigation bank credits.

X-6 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Variance

As detailed in Section 1.4.5 of the EIS/EIR, the Corps has conducted an analysis to determine the feasibility of 
acquiring a vegetation variance.  The analysis determined that receipt of a variance is a reasonable assumption for the 
project and therefore all effects analyses assumed the variance is in place.  If a variance is not granted by USACE HQ, 
then the Corps will conduct further NEPA/CEQA analysis at that time to analyze the effects of compliance with ETL 
1110-2-583. The variance application process will be conducted following Congressional authorization during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

X-7 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Alternatives

The proposed bank protection measure on the American and Sacramento Rivers allow for opportunity to restore and 
improve SRA habitat in most reaches of the study area.  Through ongoing coordination under the Sacramento River 
Bank Protection Project, the Corps and NMFS have developed a number of options for self-mitigating bank protection 
sites that include mitigative features that restore SRA habitat.  Additionally, mature trees are proposed to remain in 
place on the lower waterside levees, to protect existing SRA whenever possible.  More information about these 
measures are included in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and Biological Opinion, both of which are appended to 
the EIS/EIR.

X-8 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Invasive Species The Fisheries section has been updated to include analysis of predation at bank protection sites.

X-9 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Invasive Species

The Corps has updated the EIS/EIR to include analysis of invasive species and measures to be implemented during 
construction to manage these species.  These measures will be included in the mitigation and monitoring plan, as well 
as the project's plans and specs prior to construction.  No separate invasive species plan has been developed at this 
time.

X-10 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Adaptive Management
An adaptive management plan was developed for the project and included as part of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan, 
which is appended to the EIS/EIR.

X-11 Delta Stewardship Council Letter Delta Plan
The Corps has added language to the environmental setting of the EIS/EIR acknowledging the project's relationship to 
the Delta Plan and discussing any inconsistencies between the documents.



Y-1
Delta Protection 
Commission

Letter Environmental Effects
During the design phase of the project, following Congressional authorization, the Corps and its local partners intend 
to look at the proposed measures on a site-by-site basis in an attempt to minimize impacts from those described 
within this effects analysis, as appropriate.

Y-2
Delta Protection 
Commission

Letter Recreation Comment noted.  The Corps does not propose to construct new bike trails under the recommended plan.

Z-1
Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern 
California

Letter
Project Design/Water 
Control Manual

Thank you for your comment. Your consideration for habitat restoration opportunities within the Yolo Bypass is 
noted. The ARCF study used a conservative characterization of future flood management operations at Folsom Dam 
assuming the Joint Federal Project (JFP) is complete.  The Folsom Dam future operations reflected in the ARCF study 
are based on the operations identified in the Folsom Dam Modification and Folsom Dam Raise Projects PACR (2007).  
The purpose of the Folsom Dam and Lake Water Control Manual Update (WCM Update) is to carry out a more 
detailed analysis of how to revise operation rules for Folsom Dam to reduce flood risk based on the capabilities of the 
JFP, to reflect operation capabilities created by improved weather forecasts, and to potentially reduce the volume of 
flood control reservation in Folsom Lake at any particular time in comparison to the operations that have been in 
effect since 1995. Any proposed refinements to operation rules at Folsom identified in the WCM Update are being 
evaluated on their effectiveness in meeting the flood risk management objectives as well as on their effects to the 
other project purposes of Folsom Dam. Those other project purposes are: water supply (agricultural and M&I), 
hydropower, water quality, sustain fish and wildlife resources, and recreation. The WCM Update is evaluating 
potential effects to these other project purposes on a local and regional basis. Because Folsom Dam and Lake is a key 
facility in the Central Valley Project, the WCM Update is utilizing the CalSim II model and outputs to measure effects 
within the larger CVP/SWP system. Along the lower American River and beyond its confluence with the Sacramento 
River, the WCM Update will be evaluating resource effects to a greater level of detail, utilizing HEC ResSim and RAS 
models and output to measure changes in flow frequency, duration, rate, and stage, among other variables, on a sub-
monthly timestep. The expectation of the WCM Update is that, through an iterative modeling process, operation rules 
at Folsom Dam will be refined to be able to not only meet the flood risk management objectives of the JFP, but to also 
minimize, avoid, or possibly provide incidental beneficial effects to the other Folsom Dam project purposes. Results of 
the WCM Update will be used to better-inform the detailed design of the ARCF selected plan.

AA-1
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter HTRW

The local sponsors are required to acquire all necessary lands and easements to facilitate the project.  Lands acquired 
for the project must be free of contamination.  As a result, they would be required to ensure that the appropriate 
parties remediate the landfill prior to providing the lands to the Corps for project implementation.  As a result, the 
landfill remediation is not considered to be a part of the proposed action.  Any environmental compliance activities 
associated with the remediation would be the responsibility of the entity conducting the remediation of the site.

AA-2
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter Air Quality

The Air Quality analysis in Section 3.11 has been reevaluated to confirm that currently the proposed project is not 
exceeding de minimus thresholds..  As a result, a Conformity Analysis is not required at this time.  During the design 
phase of the project, the project will be refined on a site-specific analysis, and if these adjustments result in 
exceedance of de minimus thresholds, coordination with the EPA will occur, as required.

AA-3
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter Air Quality
The measures and assumptions that were factored into the emissions estimates are described in Section 3.11.2 under 
"Methodology", and are also detailed in the Air Quality Appendix.

AA-4
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter Air Quality
The Corps is responsible for ensuring that all commitments in the EIS/EIR are implemented during construction.  
Additionally, the construction contractor is required to coordinate directly with SMAQMD during construction to 
ensure that they are meeting required air quality commitments. 



AA-5
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter Air Quality

Emissions estimates in the final EIS/EIR do not exceed de minimus thresholds.  The Corps is including proposed 
mitigation in order to further reduce these emissions beyond the estimates provided.  A draft conformity 
determination is not required, since estimated emissions do not exceed de minimus thresholds.  If at the time of site-
specific design prior to construction, further air quality estimates do exceed de minimus thresholds, then the Corps 
would consult with the EPA, as required, and prepare a draft conformity determination at that time.

AA-6
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter Air Quality
Thank you for your comment.  The Corps intends to push for reductions through the use of higher tiered equipment 
during construction.  

AA-7
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter Air Quality Thank you for pointing the errors out.  We have fixed these as requested for the final EIS/EIR.

AA-8
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter SB5

The State has established a standard for urban flood protection in California which applies to cities with populations 
greater than 10,000 inhabitants.  This standard requires levees to withstand flows with a top elevation equal to the 
mean 200-year water surface profile, plus three feet of freeboard, plus an allowance for wave run-up, plus one foot to 
account for climate change.  USACE does not identify a target level of risk reduction but rather identifies the plan 
which reasonably maximizes net benefits.  The analysis to identify the plan which maximizes net benefits was done 
with an awareness of the State's goal for urban flood protection for the purpose of informing the State of where the 
individual plans fall with regards to the State's standards. Neither of the final alternatives is currently able to contain a 
1/200 ACE event with 90% assurance.  The levee improvements along the Sacramento River will increase the 
assurance to a level close to 90% but the assurance for the levees along the American River will remain low for the 
1/200 ACE. It will be contingent upon the local community to prove to the State that the aggregate flood risk 
management projects meet the State’s standard. The EIS/EIR has been updated to reflect this.

AA-9
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter O&M

This reference from the EIS/EIR was in error.  Operation of the Sacramento Weir and Bypass would not be deferred 
until after construction is complete.  General assumptions on the future operation of the Sacramento Weir and 
Bypass are included in Chapter 2 of the final EIS/EIR, however these assumptions will be refined during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.  Page 102 of the EIS/EIR has been updated to address 
this error.

AA-10
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter Wetlands
The final EIS will include a mitigation and monitoring plan that will include plans for future mitigation/compensation 
sites.  Wetland delineations will not be completed until the design phase of the project to allow for potentially 
changing conditions between the study phase and construction of the proposed project.

AA-11
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency

Letter Climate Change
Section 3.12 has been updated to reflect the CEQ draft guidance and to ensure that it is clearly stated that all GHGs 
contribute to climate change.

BB-1
Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board

Letter Construction Permits
The Corps or its contractor would acquire all appropriate permits prior to the initiation of project construction.  A 
SWPPP would be prepared prior to construction.

BB-2
Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board

Letter Construction Permits The Corps or its contractor would acquire all appropriate permits prior to the initiation of project construction.  

BB-3
Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board

Letter Construction Permits
The Corps or its contractor would acquire all appropriate permits prior to the initiation of project construction.  The 
Corps would ensure that project construction complies with the regulations contained in the permits.

BB-4
Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board

Letter Construction Permits
The Corps does not issue a permit to itself.  However, the Corps will ensure that the project complies with the 
substantive requirements of Section 404 through the preparation of a Section 404(b)(1) analysis, which is included 
with the  EIS/EIR as Appendix E.



BB-6
Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board

Letter Construction Permits
The Corps will ensure that prior to initiation of construction, a Section 401 Water Quality Certification is obtained, as 
necessary, for impacts to waters of the U.S.  

BB-7
Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board

Letter Construction Permits The Corps or its contractor would acquire all appropriate permits prior to the initiation of project construction.

BB-8
Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board

Letter Construction Permits The Corps or its contractor would acquire all appropriate permits prior to the initiation of project construction.

BB-9
Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board

Letter Construction Permits The Corps or its contractor would acquire all appropriate permits prior to the initiation of project construction.

CC-1
Sacramento Regional 
County Sanitation District

Letter Utilities The Corps will coordinate with SRCSD during the design phase of the project, as appropriate.

DD-1 Joseph O'Connor Letter Mayhew Levee Project

The Corps looked at seven alternatives that would have extended the Mayhew levee upstream to high ground.  These 
alternatives were not cost efficient due to the required real estate acquisition costs, and there would be mitigation 
required for the removal of trees.  The local sponsor was not willing to partner in any of these alternatives.  Therefore,  
the Mayhew Plug was the selected alternative, because it provided most of the 200-year level of flood protection for 
the least cost, and required no mitigation.  Additional work in order to complete the last 4-6 inch tie-in would require 
the removal of a private fence, the removal of a large (heritage) tree and three smaller trees, and approximately 20 
cubic yards of soil to be imported and compacted on private property.  Due to the rare frequency that a flood event 
would reach this elevation, the additional effort and expense required for closing this minimal deficit in the levee 
height is not cost effective.  It should be noted that the height of the levee in this location is almost three feet above 
the 200-year design water surface elevation, even with the reduced levee height at that location.  Should a flood 
event occur that reaches the top of the plug, sandbagging would be required to close this gap.

EE-1

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History Additions per the below comments have been incorporated.

EE-2

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects
The Corps is committed to implementing all proposed mitigation measures as listed at the end of each resource 
section during the construction phase of the project.  

EE-3

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design Phase
During PED, a more substantial site specific design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more 
substantial design analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus 
launchable rock.

EE-4

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History
Additional clarifying language was added regarding balancing the risk between additional flow being released causing 
further distress of the levee versus the risk of a dam failure.



EE-5

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History The cited Bureau and DWR reports were cited to provide additional background on the history of Folsom.

EE-6

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History
The levees have had an established emergency condition of 152,000 cfs since completion of the north levee on the 
American River in 1957.  The 160,000 cfs condition was added to the Folsom water control manual after 1986.  
Language to this effect has been added.

EE-7

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History
Some clarifying language was added.  However, the stage in Folsom was in the surcharge pool which mandates 
emergency operations to avoid dam failure.

EE-8

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History
Concur that it is a State standard and State defined criteria.  The ARCF GRR project documents do not state that 
performance should be determined through Corps criteria.  

EE-9

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History

Modeling developed for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basin Comprehensive Study showed that substantially 
more flow reached the combination of the Yolo Bypass and Sacramento River just downstream of Fremont Weir these 
waterways were designed to convey.  However, the language was revised to conform with past published accountings 
of this event.

EE-10

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History
Language in this section was modified.  Geotechnical problems were also cited as leading to the levee failures that 
occurred.

EE-11

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History
An additional statement about the PMF was added to this section.  The Corps concurs that the purpose of the project 
is to pass certain magnitude flood flows downstream without levee failure, but the influence of Folsom and the JFP is 
important to identify the problems affecting the study area.

EE-12

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History
Eyewitness verbal accounts cite that there was less than a foot of freeboard during the 134,000 cfs release in certain 
reaches of the American River.  However, the sentence was rewritten to state that during the 1986 event, the design 
freeboard was encroached upon risking the potential of overtopping.

EE-13

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Velocities/Erosion
Chapter 2.3.1 of the GRR and Section 3.4 of the EIS/EIR have been updated to show a range of velocity conditions for 
justification of the erosion protection.

EE-14

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Constraints

The GRR will be compliant with all applicable laws and statues, including the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, which is 
discussed throughout the GRR's companion document, the EIS/EIR.  Compliance with law and policy is assumed in 
every study.  Planning Constraints are project specific items that are not addressed by either law or policy that would 
limit planning efforts in some way.  At this time, no other planning constraints have been identified beyond the 
restriction of additional bird habitat near the Sacramento International Airport. 



EE-15

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter
Folsom Dam Operations/ 
Water Control Manual

The ARCF study used a conservative characterization of future flood management operations at Folsom Dam 
assuming the Joint Federal Project (JFP) is complete.  The Folsom Dam future operations reflected in the ARCF study 
are based on the operations identified in the Folsom Dam Modification and Folsom Dam Raise Projects PACR (2007).  
The purpose of the Folsom Dam and Lake Water Control Manual Update (WCM Update) is to carry out a more 
detailed analysis of how to revise operation rules for Folsom Dam to reduce flood risk based on the capabilities of the 
JFP, to reflect operation capabilities created by improved weather forecasts, and to potentially reduce the volume of 
flood control reservation in Folsom Lake at any particular time in comparison to the operations that have been in 
effect since 1995. Any proposed refinements to operation rules at Folsom identified in the WCM Update are being 
evaluated on their effectiveness in meeting the flood risk management objectives as well as on their effects to the 
other project purposes of Folsom Dam. Those other project purposes are: water supply (agricultural and M&I), 
hydropower, water quality, sustain fish and wildlife resources, and recreation. The WCM Update is evaluating 
potential effects to these other project purposes on a local and regional basis. Because Folsom Dam and Lake is a key 
facility in the Central Valley Project, the WCM Update is utilizing the CalSim II model and outputs to measure effects 
within the larger CVP/SWP system. Along the lower American River and beyond its confluence with the Sacramento 
River, the WCM Update will be evaluating resource effects to a greater level of detail, utilizing HEC ResSim and RAS 
models and output to measure changes in flow frequency, duration, rate, and stage, among other variables, on a sub-
monthly timestep. The expectation of the WCM Update is that, through an iterative modeling process, operation rules 
at Folsom Dam will be refined to be able to not only meet the flood risk management objectives of the JFP, but to also 
minimize, avoid, or possibly provide incidental beneficial effects to the other Folsom Dam project purposes. Results of 
the WCM Update will be used to better-inform the detailed design of the ARCF selected plan.

EE-16

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Auburn Dam

The assumptions regarding Auburn Dam as discussed in the GRR were based on the Corps' 1996 Supplemental 
Information Report.  Further studies by other agencies have occurred, however, those agencies have analyzed the 
dam based on other project purposes such as water supply and hydropower.  The purpose of the ARCF GRR is Flood 
Risk Management, and, therefore, the 1996 SIR was adequate for the purposes of this study. 

EE-17

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History

The two largest floods on record are 1986 and 1997 which are post hydrologic design of all the reservoirs in the 
system.  This is not the main driver on why reoperation of upstream reservoirs was screened out but is part of the 
story.  Location plays a key part and the presence of many unregulated water courses entering the Sac River system.  
Clarifying text was added to this section.

EE-18

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History A statement was added citing the 1991 study for further information on why the alternative was screened.

EE-19

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project History
The design of the overall Sacramento River Flood Control Project was based on historic floods (1907, 1909, and 1927 
for the most part).  On many segments of river throughout the Sacramento Valley, flows experienced in 1955, 1964, 
1986, and 1997 exceeded the design of those reaches.  A clarifying statement was added to section 3-6.

EE-20

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation Comment noted.



EE-21

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Alternatives
Concur.  Table 3-6 in the GRR has been modified to reflect that the Maximum Plan does not meet the acceptability 
criteria.

EE-22

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Alternatives
The added uncertainty for large events beyond the 200-Year event are included in the larger range of Folsom Releases 
described in the Hydrologic Appendix to the GRR.

EE-23

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

WRRDA 2014 Section 3013 requires a review of the levee vegetation policy.  The review is still in progress, therefore 
no new policies have been established at this time and the Corps is making no assumptions about what the policy will 
consist of.  However, WRRDA 2014 Section 3013(g)(1) also requires that vegetation removal not be a condition or 
requirement for the approval of funding of a project or any other action, unless the specific vegetation has been 
demonstrated to present an unacceptable safety risk.  In line with this provision, under the ARCF GRR a study was 
conducted to determine the acceptability of the safety risk associated with the vegetation on the levees in the study 
area.  This study is described in Section 1.4.5 of the draft EIS/EIR.  The study resulted in a determination that it was an 
acceptable assumption that a variance to the vegetation policy is appropriate under this study, and therefore 
waterside vegetation can remain on the levees.  Additionally, the sponsor has sent the Corps a Letter of Intent to 
apply for a SWIF for the levees in the study area.  The combination of the SWIF and the variance allows the Corps to 
leave all vegetation outside of the construction footprint in place.  As a result, the project is in compliance with 
Section 3013(g)(1), because compliance with the vegetation policy is not a factor in funding or approving the ARCF 
GRR.  The presence of wildflowers and native grasses on the levees is not in conflict the ETL.  The Corps is supportive 
of the presence of California's State flower on our levee slopes!

EE-24

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project Design

USACE coordinated with the Lower American River Task Force during the previous design and construction of flood 
risk reduction features in the parkway.  This effort resulted in successful implementation of these features and USACE 
welcomes the opportunity to work together again with the Task Force on this next generation of flood risk reduction 
features. 

EE-25

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter
Sacramento Weir 
Operations

The operation of the new Sacramento Weir would be refined during the design and construction phase in conjunction 
with the project sponsors and the operators of the facility.  This refinement would take in consideration other regional 
efforts to reduce flood risk and optimize the operation of the weir in light of these efforts.  

EE-26

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects
The project will comply with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.  The EIS/EIR has been updated to include further 
discussion of this law and potential effects to the values under which the American River is regulated under this Act.

EE-27

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Compliance
The GRR will be compliant with all applicable laws and statues, including the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and WRRDA 
2014.

EE-28

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Geologic Resources
Further discussion of liquefaction potential is included in the Geotechnical Appendix (Appendix C, Attachment C) to 
the GRR. 



EE-29

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Editorial Concur.  Edits have been made to the EIS/EIR accordingly.

EE-30

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Parkway Plan
Citations have been added to the EIS/EIR to quote, reference, and indicate compliance with the American River 
Parkway Plan.

EE-31

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project Design

The ARCF GRR is being planned using principles the Corps' SMART Planning initiative, as required by Section 1001 of 
WRRDA 2014.  As a result, the planning phase relied heavily on existing information to drive the decision making 
process due to the size of the study area and the scope of the project.  Under this process it was not possible to 
conduct site-specific analysis during the planning phase.  These analyses will occur during the preconstruction design 
phase to confirm the assumptions that drove the planning phase.  

EE-32

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

The Corps concurs that the vegetation and aesthetic resources of the Parkway should not be unnecessarily sacrificed.  
The ARCF GRR is a public safety project and all measures proposed are to reduce the risk of life loss and damages 
from a catastrophic flood event.  Additionally, the effects analyzed in the EIS/EIR are a worst-case scenario based on a 
maximum footprint.  In the preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project, the Corps will conduct site-
specific analysis to refine the proposed construction footprint and anticipates that there is a strong possibility of 
minimizing the effects that are disclosed in this study.

EE-33

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Regulatory Setting
The State and Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Acts were added to the Regulatory Setting.  The National Park Service 
provided comments on the draft EIS/EIR and the Corps is addressing their concerns in this final EIS/EIR.  Further 
coordination with the National Park Service will occur throughout the design phase of the project.

EE-34

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project Area
Thank you for your comment.  The ARN and ARS basins and the levee reaches described in the study documents are 
defined based on existing conditions and not historic (pre-leveed) conditions.

EE-35

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

The ARCF GRR used a conservative characterization of future flood management operations at Folsom Dam assuming 
the JFP auxiliary spillway and control structure are complete.  The Folsom Dam future operations reflected in the 
ARCF GRR are based on the operations identified in the Folsom Dam Modification and Folsom Dam Raise Projects Post 
Authorization Change Report (2007) (JFP PACR).  

EE-36

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

The operation of the Sacramento Weir is currently based on the gauge at the I Street Bridge.  Operations will be 
refined during the design and construction phase in conjunction with the project sponsors and the operators of the 
facility.  This refinement would take in consideration other regional efforts to reduce flood risk and optimize the 
operation of the weir in light of these efforts.  

EE-37

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Editorial Thank you for pointing the error out.  We have fixed this for the final EIS/EIR.

EE-38

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
The Corps is committed to reducing impacts to the maximum extent possible during the design phase.  The impacts 
presented in this EIS/EIR were intended to be a worst-case scenario. When site-specific analysis is conducted during 
the design phase, we expect to be able to minimize impacts from those presented in this document.  



EE-39

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Erosion

Independent External Peer Review was conducted on the feasibility report and its technical appendices including the 
erosion assumptions.  Additionally, a 60-day public review period occurred and allowed for external review of the 
proposed alternatives.  The Corps of Engineers is committed to working with stakeholders during the design and 
construction process.  Previous bank protection constructed working with the Lower American River Task Force is a 
good example that the Corps is supportive of using as a working model.

EE-40

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Regulatory Setting The State and Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Acts were added to the Regulatory Settings.  

EE-41

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Under the ARCF GRR a study was conducted to determine the acceptability of the safety risk associated with the 
vegetation on the levees in the study area.  This study is described in Section 1.4.5 of the draft EIS/EIR.  The study 
resulted in a determination that it was an acceptable assumption that a variance to the vegetation policy is 
appropriate under this study, and therefore waterside vegetation can remain on the levees.  Additionally, the sponsor 
has sent the Corps a Letter of Intent to apply for a SWIF for the levees in the study area.  The combination of the SWIF 
and the variance allows the Corps to leave all vegetation outside of the construction footprint in place.  As a result, 
the project is in compliance with WRRDA 2014 Section 3013(g)(1), because compliance with the vegetation policy is 
not a factor in funding or approving the ARCF GRR.  While the SWIF does assume long-term compliance with the 
current ETL policies, it also allows for flexibility in adjusting to any change in vegetation policies that may occur.

EE-42

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Compliance The National Park Service was added to the list of agencies that the Corps is coordinating with on this project.

EE-43

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Cumulative Effects
Concur.  Changes in the BDCP were announced after public release of this EIS/EIR.  The description of the BDCP has 
been updated for the final EIS/EIR.

EE-44

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation Impacts
The Corps is committed to reducing impacts to the maximum extent possible during the design phase.  The impacts 
presented in this EIS/EIR were intended to be a worst-case scenario. When site-specific analysis is conducted during 
the design phase, we expect to be able to minimize impacts from those presented in this document.  

EE-45

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H
While this comparison may be helpful, the project features are based on a design flow of 160,000 cfs not necessarily a 
frequency or historical based event. Also, this comparison is best conducted under that Folsom Water Control Manual 
Update.  The Water Control Manual EIS/EIR is tentatively scheduled for release in summer 2016.

EE-46

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Comments All comments submitted are addressed in this appendix as part of the public review process.

EE-47

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

American River proposed measures would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.



EE-48

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.

EE-49

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Editorial
The uncertainty in this statement is primarily related to how much erosion would occur, and how much bank would 
be lost in a single event.  As stated in the No Action Alternative, because we cannot predict when and how large 
events will occur it would be speculative to assume at which time the berms will erode. 

EE-50

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Filling in eroded portions of the bank would be necessary in cases where the bank has eroded away and could 
potentially undermine the levee foundation.  This condition is more typical on the Sacramento River than the 
American River because there is less berm between the waterway and the levee.

EE-51

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Typically when we are referring to large vegetation vs small vegetation we are referring to trees versus shrubs or 
grasses.

EE-52

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Site specific designs for erosion protection will be completed in the design phase of this study, including any necessary 
hydraulic design of the bank protection sites.

EE-53

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

The Corps will plant new trees as part of self-mitigating features on bank protection sites.  New trees could be planted 
over time if the sites are not meeting their restoration criteria during the monitoring period, as established in the 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.  Once the monitoring period has concluded, natural lifecycle processes are expected 
to occur.

EE-54

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Trees left in place are not expected to die.  The Corps has been protecting trees in place as part of bank protection 
construction under the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project and the trees at these sites have had successful 
survival rates over the last decade.  

EE-55

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

The proposed project only impacts vegetation in the construction footprint, and proposes to protect existing trees in 
place whenever possible.  Additionally, all trees removed from the construction footprint would be compensated for, 
in the case of the Parkway, on-site to the maximum extent practicable.  As a result, while there would be a significant 
short term impact from vegetation removal, long-term vegetation in the parkway is expected to recover.  As a result 
of these proposed measures, the conclusions presented in the draft EIS/EIR are appropriate.

EE-56

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Access ramps may not be needed in cases when there are already existing ramps developed that could be used during 
construction.  

EE-57

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
A large berm made of large rocks.  See Engineering Appendix for more details on the size and scope of the bank 
protection design.



EE-58

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design Concur.  The Corps will update figure 1 to ensure that the planting berm is shown.

EE-59

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Editorial Thank you for pointing the error out.  We have fixed this for the final EIS/EIR.

EE-60

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Editorial Concur.  The Corps has updated Figure 1 to ensure that the planting berm is shown.

EE-61

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
A design objective for the launchable rock trench was to reduce the launch distance and increase the reliability of the 
design.  The proposed placement near bottom of the vadose zone does this and helps to reduce the overall rock 
quantity needed for this design.

EE-62

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
The trench design will have soil placed with rock, however, it will not be thoroughly mixed due to the adverse affects 
to launching capability.  Additionally, a geotextile wrap around the trench is proposed to limit the infiltration of soil 
into rock voids.  Aspects to design features such as these will be refined in PED phase. 

EE-63

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Excess fill that could not be used for project features would become available for borrow site mitigation or infill 
purposes at other restoration sites.  Future coordination would be performed during PED phase.

EE-64

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Shrubs would be considered appropriate if  it does not put undue burden on maintaining agencies, and if it is in 
locations that do not interfere with channel conveyance capacity.

EE-65

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
The trench areas do have limitations as noted, however, they still offer an opportunity to partially/fully mitigate 
impacts.  More specific analysis and coordination with maintenance agencies will be performed during PED phase to 
determine the mitigation capabilities of these sites.

EE-66

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter No Action
Yes, the No Action Alternative is based on past experience and is a forecast of what could transpire with large 
magnitude flood events.

EE-67

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The trench width is a function of existing topography, trench slopes, depth, and quantity of launchable rock.  These 
aspects of the design will be analyzed in more detail within  PED phase.  For the purposes of this study and description 
of impacts, the 70 feet trench width, is considered to be conservative when applied to the extents shown in plates 3 
and 4.

EE-68

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The acreage of impact was based on the construction footprint, including some additional areas like ramps and roads 
in the vegetation and wildlife section.  Staging areas have not been determined at this time, because of the potential 
for changing conditions between this study and the implementation of the project, therefore this acreage was not 
included in current project estimates.  Following authorization when site-specific design occurs, staging areas will be 
determined and if the impacts associated with those staging areas increase the environmental impacts disclosed in 
this EIS/EIR, then supplemental NEPA analysis would occur.



EE-69

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

For launchable rock trench, vegetation can not be deep rooted so that it does not interfere with the deployment 
(launching) of rock, plus, any vegetation other than grass and small shrubs needs to be placed 15 feet or more away 
from the waterside toe.  Within the American River Parkway, this construction area is a very small percentage of the 
total area.  On-site mitigation will be implemented to the maximum extent practicable.

EE-70

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

The Corps anticipates restoring riparian vegetation both on and offsite, depending on site conditions and mitigation 
requirements.  Plant establishment takes time.  Typically most mitigation sites require up to 10 years of monitoring to 
ensure establishment that meets the restoration metrics established in the mitigation and monitoring plan.  If sites 
are not meeting those criteria, they could require replanting, which could extend the establishment period.  The only 
option for immediate mitigation/compensation would be purchasing credits at an off-site mitigation bank, which is an 
option being considered for some of the mitigation associated with the ARCF GRR. 

EE-71

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-72

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Land Use

There is no permanent conversion of Parkway lands associated with the ARCF GRR.  It is anticipated that all of the 
proposed erosion protection sites within the Parkway would remain a part of the Parkway, and would continue to be 
used by the public.  This discussion regarding mitigation for permanent loss of Parkway lands has been removed from 
the final EIS/EIR.

EE-73

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Modeling results are a summarization of a Sacramento Bank Protection Regional Sediment Study. This is a challenging 
issue.  In general, in the absence of bedrock or other erosion resistant materials, the LAR is degradational in nature 
down to about RM 4.  Downstream of this location, the river is slightly aggradational.  The erosion resistant layer has 
only been mapped between river miles 5.5 and 11.5 (approximate RM's).  The vertical location of the resistant layer is 
unknown for the remainder of the river below Nimbus Dam.  Despite the general trends, zones of local aggradation 
and degradation are observed to occur in both the prototype river channel as well as in numerical modeling 
simulations (e.g., HEC-6T).   In the zone where the erosion resistant layer has been identified, it appears that 
continued wholesale lowering of the channel thalweg is unlikely; however, other portions of the channel cross section 
(e.g., channel terraces or berms) may continue to degrade over time. 

EE-74

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

The degradation analysis report did look at nick points developing into full head cuts that would move upstream and 
jeopardize levee stability.  This study found that the only place that this was somewhat probable was in the vicinity of 
the Guy West bridge.  That is the reason that study only recommended grade control in that vicinity.  Further site 
specific design in PED will relook at this, likely in consultation with local stakeholder groups.

EE-75

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H
Draft results for the long-term simulation indicate that about 263,000 cy would be eroded for the without-project 
condition during the period simulated.  For the without-project conditions, a volume of 304,000 cy would be eroded 
along the 22-mile study reach of the American River.



EE-76

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H
When sediment is mobilized from along the American River or other rivers, it washes downstream.  Ultimately, this 
sediment finds its way to the Suisun, San Pablo, and San Francisco Bay and ultimately to the Pacific Ocean.

EE-77

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Considerable sea level rise would be required to significantly impact the sediment transport ability of the reach of 
river in question.  There are conditions where high stage on the Sacramento River causes backwater effects on the 
American River in the RM 5-7 stretch, but then there are other conditions where the backwater effect is not present 
but there are still significant flows coming down the American River causing higher rates of sediment transport 
including in the RM 5-7 range.  Significant sea level rise would need to occur before the sediment transport capability 
of this reach of river would greatly reduce.  However, this will be further studied in PED in consultation with local 
stakeholder groups.

EE-78

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

It is possible that if these rates of degradation are experienced, that hydraulic mining debris has been exhausted, but 
it does not have to occur that way.  If this amount of degradation occurs, it will likely be because a nick point turns 
into a full head cut that moves upstream.  This will further be analyzed however in PED in consultation with local 
stakeholder groups.

EE-79

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

We concur that naturally, upstream of RM 8 it is not a braided channel.  But, artificially, because of the multiple 
channels associated with historic gravel mining, upstream of RM 8, sediment transport occurs as if it were a braided 
channel, which is why it is characterized this way.  Further analysis in PED will address this further, likely in 
consultation with local stakeholder groups.

EE-80

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

In general, in the absence of bedrock or other erosion resistant materials, the American River is degradational in 
nature down to about River Mile 4.  Downstream of this location, the river is slightly aggradational.  The conclusions 
are not contradicting, but are referring to different reaches of the river.  The erosion resistant layer has only been 
mapped between approximately River Miles 5.5 and 11.5.  The vertical location of the resistant layer is unknown for 
the remainder of the river below Nimbus Dam.  Despite the general trends, zones of local aggradation and 
degradation are observed to occur in both the prototype river channel as well as in numerical modeling simulations 
(e.g., HEC-6T).   In the zone where the erosion resistant layer has been identified, it appears that continued wholesale 
lowering of the channel thalweg is unlikely; however, other portions of the channel cross section (e.g., channel 
terraces or berms) may continue to degrade over time. 

EE-81

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Reference to RM 9.0R was only made as an example of where erosion is actively occurring, even at low discharges 
such as 7,000 cfs.  The concern regarding the erosive trends in the LAR are not predicated on just this one location.  A 
review of the performance of the LAR channel with regards to erosion reveals that multiple locations of the channel 
have experienced damaging erosion and have required repair following significant discharge event.  The GRR and 
Section 3.4 of the EIS/EIR have been updated to show a comparison of erosion conditions in the channel at both the 
narrow RM 9 reach, and other lower velocity reaches.

EE-82

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Reference to RM 9.0R was only made as an example of where erosion is actively occurring, even at low discharges 
such as 7,000 cfs.  The concern regarding the erosive trends in the LAR are not predicated on just this one location.  A 
review of the performance of the LAR channel with regards to erosion reveals that multiple locations of the channel 
have experienced damaging erosion and have required repair following significant discharge event.  The GRR and 
Section 3.4 of the EIS/EIR have been updated to show a comparison of erosion conditions in the channel at both the 
narrow RM 9 reach, and other lower velocity reaches.

EE-83

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Reference to RM 9.0R was only made as an example of where erosion is actively occurring, even at low discharges 
such as 7,000 cfs.  The concern regarding the erosive trends in the LAR are not predicated on just this one location.  A 
review of the performance of the LAR channel with regards to erosion reveals that multiple locations of the channel 
have experienced damaging erosion and have required repair following significant discharge event.  The GRR and 
Section 3.4 of the EIS/EIR have been updated to show a comparison of erosion conditions in the channel at both the 
narrow RM 9 reach, and other lower velocity reaches.



EE-84

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Given the magnitudes of local shear and velocity along portions of the lower American River banks makes bio-
engineering or other soft approaches for providing bank protection very challenging.  Nonetheless, site specific 
designs for bank and erosion protection will be developed in the design phase of the study.  As part of the Folsom 
Water Control Manual, additional Channel Stability Analyses are being conducted to further refine the designs.

EE-85

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

It is possible that sewer main undercrossing is contributing to the erosion concerns at RM 7. However, looking at the 
Ayres' velocity plots - the velocity at this location is high enough to be of concern with or without the sewer main 
undercrossing. Site specific designs for erosion protection will be completed in the design phase of this study and the 
sewer main undercrossing will be evaluated.

EE-86

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

It is possible that sewer main undercrossing is contributing to the erosion concerns at RM 7. However, looking at the 
Ayres' velocity plots - the velocity at this location is high enough to be of concern with or without the sewer main 
undercrossing. Site specific designs for erosion protection will be completed in the design phase of this study known 
as Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) and the sewer main undercrossing will be evaluated.  Given the 
magnitudes of local shear and velocity along portions of the lower American River banks makes bio-engineering or 
other soft approaches for providing bank protection very challenging.  Nonetheless, site specific designs for bank and 
erosion protection will be developed in the next phase of the study (PED Phase).  As part of the Folsom Water Control 
Manual, additional Channel Stability Analyses are being conducted to further refine the designs.

EE-87

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H Concur, this text has been removed and the section has been reassessed.

EE-88

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H
The text has been revised to clarify that the discussion refers to surface runoff conditions, which are not expected to 
be impacted by implementation of the project.  Erosion conditions will be addressed by the proposed measures.

EE-89

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H
For the purposes of this study, the project features were designed with a flow of 160,000 cfs which is currently 
estimated to be a 200-year event.

EE-90

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

The ARCF GRR used a conservative characterization of future flood management operations at Folsom Dam assuming 
the JFP auxiliary spillway and control structure are complete.  The Folsom Dam future operations reflected in the 
ARCF GRR are based on the operations identified in the Folsom Dam Modification and Folsom Dam Raise Projects Post 
Authorization Change Report (2007) (JFP PACR).  Evaluation of how the flow regime has changed to get to the Spillway 
and Dam raise in place is being done under the Folsom Water Control Manual Update. 

EE-91

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Manual Update
The Folsom Dam Water Control Manual Update Draft Supplemental EIS/EIR is tentatively scheduled for release in the 
summer of 2016.

EE-92

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Use of launchable rock results in a layer of rock which provides erosion protection if/when the rock is launched.  The 
design ensures that sufficient volume of rock is available to provide protection and takes into consideration that the 
layer is formed, underwater, primarily by gravity.  Given the size and depth of the LAR, the layer of "launched" rock 
would not significantly impact the hydraulic conditions. 



EE-93

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Use of launchable rock results in a layer of rock which provides erosion protection if/when the rock is launched.  The 
design ensures that sufficient volume of rock is available to provide protection and takes into consideration that the 
layer is formed, underwater, primarily by gravity.  Given the size and depth of the LAR, the layer of "launched" rock 
would not significantly impact the hydraulic conditions. 

EE-94

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Tree surveys were conducted using the Sacramento County standards for tree measurements.   Tree survey data is 
contained within GIS shape files and is available upon request from the Corps.

EE-95

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Thank you for your comment.  The assumption that natural environments can be easily disturbed by heavy use is a 
standard methodology applied to impact assessment.

EE-96

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Thank you for your comment.  Special-status species in the study area, such as the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, 
benefit from habitat connectivity, which can be achieved through the restoration of larger natural areas.  Smaller 
restoration areas can fragment the habitat and provide less habitat values through most habitat assessment 
methodologies, than larger stands of natural habitat.

EE-97

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Section 1508.20 of NEPA defines mitigation as a term that encompasses:  (1) Avoiding, (2) Minimizing, (3) Rectifying, 
(4) Reducing, or (5) Compensating for an impact.  Compensation would consist of replacing impacted habitat.  

EE-98

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Substantial effects are considered to be significant, unmitigatable effects, as described throughout Sections 3.6.4 and 
3.6.5.  Conflicting with a plan indicates not complying with the relevant goals and policies of that plan.  

EE-99

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation Citation to this reference from the Parkway Plan was added to the Final EIS/EIR.

EE-100

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation Section 3.6 of the EIS/EIR has been updated to clarify habitat impacts under the proposed study.

EE-101

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.

EE-102

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.



EE-103

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Footprints were developed for internal use only during the study process, primarily because they are intended to be 
the largest possible footprint and likely do not represent the refined/reduced footprint that will actually be 
implemented when the project reaches the construction phase.  As site-specific designs are refined post-
authorization, these more accurate footprints will be available for coordination and consultation purposes.

EE-104

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
65 acres of riparian habitat are estimated to be impacted by construction of the launchable rock trenches within the 
American River Parkway.

EE-105

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-106

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.

EE-107

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-108

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.



EE-109

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Analysis was intended to address a worst-case scenario, therefore we should not be assuming more impacts than a 
potential worst-case scenario.  If there are greater impacts than what is stated in the NEPA document, then a 
supplemental NEPA document would be required to address those increased impacts, and further coordination would 
be required under that supplemental analysis.  Therefore, yes, increased impacts would require additional 
coordination.

EE-110

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
The preferred alternative for erosion protection is a combination of both measures, based on site-specific conditions.  
Site specific designs for erosion protection will be completed in the design phase of this study. 

EE-111

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
The EIS/EIR assesses impacts and mitigation, including short term and long term impacts.  The Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan, which is appended to the Final EIS/EIR also includes more information regarding mitigation planning.

EE-112

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Trees left in place are not expected to die.  The Corps has been protecting trees in place as part of bank protection 
construction under the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project and the trees at these sites have had successful 
survival rates over the last decade.  

EE-113

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Trees left in place are not expected to die.  The Corps has been protecting trees in place as part of bank protection 
construction under the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project and the trees at these sites have had successful 
survival rates over the last decade.  

EE-114

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
The planting berm/trench is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.1 under "Bank Protection" in the 2nd and 4th 
paragraphs.  Concur.  The Corps will update figure 1 to ensure that the planting berm is shown.

EE-115

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Mitigation was estimated using a maximized footprint of potential impacts, which would be refined during the design 
phase of the project.  The footprint was not minimized or reduced by any proposed mitigation, such as planting 
berms.

EE-116

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Design based on site-specific hydraulic and environmental conditions would occur during the design phase of the 
project to determine which erosion protection measure is appropriate at each location. 

EE-117

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation A mitigation and monitoring plan was prepared and will be appended to the final EIS/EIR.

EE-118

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

The Corps has conducted internal assessments during the planning phase to determine the feasibility of all mitigation 
commitments.  The Corps has confidence that all American River vegetation impacts can be mitigated within the 
Parkway without compromising the integrity of the flood management system.  The proposed alternatives have been 
designed in accordance with the American River Parkway Plan Flood Control Policies.  During the preconstruction 
engineering and design phase of the project, site-specific designs will be conducted for each segment of the project, 
and will include the final design of all mitigative features, which would be implemented during project construction.  If 
the Corps determines that proposed onsite mitigation is not feasible, credits may be purchased at a mitigation bank.



EE-119

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Trenches would be buried within the existing berm footprint and would not change the elevation of the berm in any 
way.  Mitigation proposed for the trench surface would compensate for impacts from construction of the trench and 
would attempt to recreate similar habitat to the maximum extent practicable.

EE-120

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Mitigation proposed for the trench surface would compensate for impacts from construction of the trench and would 
attempt to recreate similar habitat to the maximum extent practicable.  If habitat removed is not compatible with the 
trench, then offsite mitigation in the vicinity of the trench would be sought.

EE-121

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
The launchable rock trench size was estimated as a conservative design based on a forecast of the potential for 
degradation of the channel and bank during a flood event.  During the preconstruction engineering and design phase 
of the project this design will be refined based on site-specific conditions.

EE-122

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation 130 acres of riparian mitigation is based on the 65 acre impact, mitigated on a 2:1 basis. 

EE-123

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-124

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB

An assumption was made for the purposes of mitigation planning that all elderberry shrubs are riparian because the 
Corps was evaluating effects based on a maximum impact scenario and riparian shrubs have more stringent 
mitigation requirements than non-riparian shrubs.  During site-specific designs, each elderberry shrub will be 
evaluated on an individual basis and the mitigation will be adjusted, as needed, based on the existing conditions prior 
to construction.

EE-125

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB

An assumption was made for the purposes of mitigation planning that all elderberry shrubs are riparian because the 
Corps was evaluating effects based on a maximum impact scenario and riparian shrubs have more stringent 
mitigation requirements than non-riparian shrubs.  During site-specific designs, each elderberry shrub will be 
evaluated on an individual basis and the mitigation will be adjusted, as needed, based on the existing conditions prior 
to construction.

EE-126

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB

The surveys were conducted prior to project design and include only 15 feet from the levee, both landside and 
waterside.  There is the potential that there are more trees impacted by the trench than the survey results showed, 
which is why the impact associated with the trench is an acreage rather than a tree count.  The footprint of the 
trenches is a maximum of 65 acres.

EE-127

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB
The associated natives are based on the requirements established in the USFWS Conservation Guidelines for the 
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, July 1999).  The guidelines list and establish a number of species that are 
appropriate for VELB mitigation sites, including various species of willows, cottonwoods, oaks, box elder, etc.



EE-128

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Impacts to vegetation and wildlife within the project area are evaluated based on data collected from the tree surveys 
conducted in 2011, site visits, Google Earth, and the American River Parkway Plan.  Engineering provided estimated 
construction footprints overlayed on aerial photos of the project area.    The estimated acreage of impacts shown in 
the Final EIS/EIR was determined by overlaying the largest possible footprint of the erosion repair work proposed 
onto aerial photographs of the study area and calculating the habitat within the footprint.  Additionally, the habitat 
maps appended to the Final EIS/EIR were reviewed to determine what other habitat types such as wetlands might be 
present.  

EE-129

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.

EE-130

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB

The surveys were conducted prior to project design and include only 15 feet from the levee, both landside and 
waterside.  There is the potential that there are more trees impacted by the trench than the survey results showed, 
which is why the impact associated with the trench is an acreage rather than a tree count.  The footprint of the 
trenches is a maximum of 65 acres.

EE-131

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Effects

Analysis was intended to address a worst-case scenario, therefore we should not be assuming more impacts than a 
potential worst-case scenario.  If there are greater impacts than what is stated in the NEPA document, then a 
supplemental NEPA document would be required to address those increased impacts, and further coordination would 
be required under that supplemental analysis.  Therefore, yes, increased impacts would require additional 
coordination.

EE-132

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation Yes, the tree surveys were conducted in 2011.

EE-133

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
The launchable rock trench size was estimated as a conservative design based on a forecast of the potential for 
degradation of the channel and bank during a flood event.  During the preconstruction engineering and design phase 
of the project this design will be refined based on site-specific conditions.

EE-134

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB
The associated natives are based on the requirements established in the USFWS Conservation Guidelines for the 
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, July 1999).  The guidelines list and establish a number of species that are 
appropriate for VELB mitigation sites, including various species of willows, cottonwoods, oaks, box elder, etc.

EE-135

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.



EE-136

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation

Specific mitigation plans, including any lands needed, will be developed during the site-specific design process 
following Congressional authorization.  It is possible that more Parkway lands could be needed for mitigation, 
however locations haven't been selected yet.  Any decisions on locations of mitigation for this project would be 
developed in coordination with the Sacramento County Department of Parks and Recreation.

EE-137

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
See new impact summary tables in EIS/EIR Section 3.6.  Sacramento River has greater impacts.  American River effects 
are double counted in some locations because site-specific design won't occur until PED.  Impacts were maximized to 
account for either erosion protection scenario.  

EE-138

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Hawk Mitigation
On page 146 of the draft EIS/EIR, it states that a 0.25-mile buffer would be established between construction activities 
and active nests. 

EE-139

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
Proposed vegetation establishment at bank protection sites is applicable to all bank protection sites proposed within 
the study area, including the American River.  The specific details of the vegetation establishment in the planting berm 
would be designed on a site-specific basis in the design phase of the project.

EE-140

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation

On page 30 of the draft EIS/EIR in Section 2.3.1, the planting berm is described as follows:  After revetment placement 
has been completed, a small planting berm would be constructed in the rock where feasible to allow for some 
revegetation of the site, outside of the vegetation free zone as required by ETL 1110-2-583.  This vegetation will be 
designed on a site specific basis to minimize the O&M responsibility of the LMA and in such a way to not impact the 
hydraulic conveyance of the channel. 

EE-141

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation

Riparian mitigation would include planting of a variety of species associated with this habitat type, including oaks, 
cottonwoods, willows, box elder, elderberries, etc.  All plantings within the Parkway would be established in 
coordination with County Parks and per the approved Parkway plant list.  Woodlake/Cal Expo could be used for 
riparian mitigation, however it is not a preferred location for mitigation within the Parkway, due to continued 
problems with wildfires in this portion of the Parkway.  The Corps is not likely to support additional mitigation sites at 
this location.

EE-142

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
The removal of riparian habitat for construction would likely also include the removal of some trees (as described in 
Section 3.6.4) that provide nesting habitat for Swainson's Hawk.

EE-143

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
Page 147 of the draft EIS/EIS states that 134 acres of riparian habitat supporting Swainson's hawks would be 
removed.

EE-144

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation

Coordination would occur between the Corps and County Parks to determine the appropriateness and availability of 
mitigation opportunities within the Parkway.  The Corps and County Parks have a history of collaborating in this way 
(e.g, the creation of a number of existing restoration sites within the Parkway, including Cal Expo, Sailor Bar, and River 
Bend Park, among others).

EE-145

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Coordination

Coordination would occur between the Corps and County Parks to determine the appropriateness and availability of 
mitigation opportunities within the Parkway.  The Corps and County Parks have a history of collaborating in this way 
for the creation of a number of existing restoration sites within the Parkway, including Cal Expo, Sailor Bar, and River 
Bend Park, among others.  Mitigation for Swainson's hawk is guaranteed to occur due to stipulations in the USFWS 
Biological Opinion, which requires compensation for the removal of riparian trees due to impacts to the Western 
yellow-billed cuckoo.



EE-146

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Impacts

Typically, impacts from construction are considered to be temporary and short-term, because construction only 
occurs for a limited amount of time.  In this case, since construction is proposed over a number of years, although in 
different parts of the parkway, the temporary disruption from construction is treated differently than a typical less-
than-significant short term impact.  This is why the determination resulted in a significant, unmitigatable effect on 
recreation.

EE-147

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Impacts
"Eliminate" indicates a permanent loss of recreation.  "Restrictions" indicate more of a limitation in what recreation 
activity could occur.  "Disruption" is more related to the impacts that occur to present recreationists using the facility, 
such as noise or dust from construction.

EE-148

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter No Action

The Parkway Plan has specifically identified policies for Flood Control project implementation.  The Flood Control 
policies identified in Chapter 4 of the Parkway Plan are the relevant regulations for this action.  Implementation of the 
project is consistent with these policies.  Allowing the Parkway to erode away over time, as is assumed in the No 
Action Alternative, would not be consistent with these policies.

EE-149

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter No Action Citations for the Parkway Plan quotes have been added to the Final EIS/EIR.

EE-150

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter No Action

The Parkway Plan has specifically identified policies for Flood Control project implementation.  The Flood Control 
policies identified in Chapter 4 of the Parkway Plan are the relevant regulations for this action.  The project is in 
compliance with these policies, as identified throughout the various sections of this EIS/EIR.  This discussion has been 
expanded for the final report.

EE-151

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Recreation
Section 3.14 evaluates the effects of the project on recreational resources and establishes that significant effects from 
detours and possible closures of portions of the parkway during construction would conflict with the Parkway Plan.

EE-152

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Recreation
Section 3.14 evaluates the effects of the project on recreational resources and establishes that significant effects from 
detours and possible closures of portions of the parkway during construction would conflict with the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act.

EE-153

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Recreation

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-154

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Aesthetics Concur.  The Visual Resources No Action alternative has been updated to include full berm loss as a significant impact.



EE-155

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project Area There is a total of 11 miles of erosion protection proposed for the Parkway.

EE-156

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
The planting berm/trench is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.1 under "Bank Protection" in the 2nd and 4th 
paragraphs.  Concur.  The Corps will update figure 1 to ensure that the planting berm is shown.

EE-157

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
There would be no planting berm under the launchable rock trench measure.  The planting berm is only associated 
with bank protection measures.  Under the trench scenario, on-site plantings would be above the trench.

EE-158

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Mitigation proposed for the trench surface would compensate for impacts from construction of the trench and would 
attempt to recreate similar habitat to the maximum extent practicable.  If habitat removed is not compatible with the 
trench, then offsite mitigation in the vicinity of the trench would be sought.

EE-159

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB
Elderberry shrubs estimated to be impacted by the project are contained within the acreage of riparian that are 
estimated to be mitigated.  Elderberry mitigation requires the planting of associated riparian native plants.  Mitigating 
for these two habitat types together is an effective and reasonable assumption for the project.

EE-160

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB

An assumption was made for the purposes of mitigation planning that all elderberry shrubs are riparian because the 
Corps was evaluating effects based on a maximum impact scenario and riparian shrubs have more stringent 
mitigation requirements than non-riparian shrubs.  During site-specific designs, each elderberry shrub will be 
evaluated on an individual basis and the mitigation will be adjusted, as needed, based on the existing conditions prior 
to construction.

EE-161

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB
Elderberry shrubs removed from the riparian corridor are considered to be riparian, and on-site mitigation associated 
with these impacts would be designed to contribute to the riparian corridor.

EE-162

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
Mitigation proposed for the trench surface would compensate for impacts from construction of the trench and would 
attempt to recreate similar habitat to the maximum extent practicable.  If habitat removed is not compatible with the 
trench, then offsite mitigation in the vicinity of the trench would be sought.

EE-163

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
Mitigation proposed for the trench surface would compensate for impacts from construction of the trench and would 
attempt to recreate similar habitat to the maximum extent practicable.  If habitat removed is not compatible with the 
trench, then offsite mitigation in the vicinity of the trench would be sought.



EE-164

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

The Visual Resources No Action alternative has been updated to include full berm loss as a significant impact.  Berm 
erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  Additionally, 
since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm loss that is 
considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that is 
continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction a trench rather than bank protection in 
some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-165

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design Concur.  The Corps will update figure 1 to ensure that the planting berm is shown.

EE-166

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The repair shown is a conceptual design that reflects actual construction on the American River as part of the Sac 
Bank sites repair.  In PED, site specific design will occur that will take into account the hydraulic, geotechnical, 
topographical, environmental, and cultural aspects of each site.  The Corps, in conjunction with stakeholders will 
address the constraints at individual sites to come up with the best design alternative for each site.

EE-167

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The repair shown is a conceptual design that reflects actual construction on the American River as part of the Sac 
Bank sites repair.  In PED, site specific design will occur that will take into account the hydraulic, geotechnical, 
topographical, environmental, and cultural aspects of each site.  The Corps, in conjunction with stakeholders will 
address the constraints at individual sites to come up with the best design alternative for each site.

EE-168

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The repair shown is a conceptual design that reflects actual construction on the American River as part of the Sac 
Bank sites repair.  In PED, site specific design will occur that will take into account the hydraulic, geotechnical, 
topographical, environmental, and cultural aspects of each site.  The Corps, in conjunction with stakeholders will 
address the constraints at individual sites to come up with the best design alternative for each site.

EE-169

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
The Corps concurs that rock will be visible, even after revegetation has been established, particularly during low water 
years.  It is anticipated that over time, as new vegetation establishes, the visibility of rock revetment will be greatly 
reduced.  Section 3.15 of the EIS/EIR has been updated to acknowledge that rock will be visible.

EE-170

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
The Corps concurs that rock will be visible, even after revegetation has been established, particularly during low water 
years.  It is anticipated that over time, as new vegetation establishes, the visibility of rock revetment will be greatly 
reduced.  Section 3.15 of the EIS/EIR has been updated to acknowledge that rock will be visible.

EE-171

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
The Corps concurs that rock will be visible, even after revegetation has been established, particularly during low water 
years.  It is anticipated that over time, as new vegetation establishes, the visibility of rock revetment will be greatly 
reduced.  Section 3.15 of the EIS/EIR has been updated to acknowledge that rock will be visible.



EE-172

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The Sac Bank site shown is a worst case scenario with regards to the amount of bank protection being required and 
the revegetation that is included in the design.  It is anticipated that during site specific design, the quantity of rock 
needed at most sites will be less than at this site.  With this reduction in rock, and the ability to work around most 
existing vegetation, the extent of environmental impacts is expected to be reduced.

EE-173

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.

EE-174

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.

EE-175

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Impacts for the American River are as described in the document throughout Section 3.6.  As described above, this 
estimate is based on the impacts to vegetation in the construction footprint and the level of impact would not change 
under a variance.  American River proposed measures would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  
For the launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the 
vegetation variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank 
protection measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is 
not necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.

EE-176

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Typically when we are referring to large vegetation vs small vegetation we are referring to trees versus shrubs or 
grasses.

EE-177

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Bank protection will be placed around large trees.  If necessary, select trees will need to be removed for construction 
purposes such as the ability of a hydraulic excavator to place bank protection.  Launchable rock protection will require 
complete removal of vegetation within the footprint of the trench.  In all cases, vegetation is being removed for 
construction purposes and not because of hydraulic analysis.

EE-178

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Trees left in place are not expected to die.  The Corps has been protecting trees in place as part of bank protection 
construction under the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project and the trees at these sites have had successful 
survival rates over the last decade.  

EE-179

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Trees left in place are not expected to die.  The Corps has been protecting trees in place as part of bank protection 
construction under the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project and the trees at these sites have had successful 
survival rates over the last decade.  

EE-180

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

The proposed project only impacts vegetation in the construction footprint, and proposes to protect existing trees in 
place whenever possible.  Additionally, all trees removed from the construction footprint would be compensated for, 
in the case of the Parkway, on-site to the maximum extent practicable.  As a result, while there would be a significant 
short term impact from vegetation removal, long-term vegetation in the parkway is expected to recover.  As a result 
of these proposed measures, the conclusions presented in the draft EIS/EIR are appropriate.



EE-181

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
A large berm made of large rocks.  See Engineering Appendix for more details on the size and scope of the bank 
protection design.

EE-182

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design Concur.  The Corps will update figure 1 to ensure that the planting berm is shown.

EE-183

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Design based on site-specific hydraulic and environmental conditions would occur during the design phase of the 
project to determine which erosion protection measure is appropriate at each location. 

EE-184

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Shallow rooted trees could be planted on the trench surface.  Trench configuration is described in Chapter 2 of the 
EIS/EIR.

EE-185

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

Vegetation would be removed only from the construction footprint of the project.  To the maximum extent 
practicable, mitigation would be conducted on site with the ultimate goal of returning on-site conditions to as close to 
pre-project conditions as possible.  Further information on proposed mitigation is included in the Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan, which is appended to the final EIS/EIR.

EE-186

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Site specific erosion protection analysis  to be completed during the design phase could identify locations where 
better long term resource results and may be able to minimize short term impacts.  These additional measures may 
have less substantial effects that result from site specific design.  

EE-187

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Mitigation proposed for the trench surface would compensate for impacts from construction of the trench and would 
attempt to recreate similar habitat to the maximum extent practicable.  If habitat removed is not compatible with the 
trench, then offsite mitigation in the vicinity of the trench would be sought.

EE-188

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The trench width is a function of existing topography, trench slopes, depth, and quantity of launchable rock.  These 
aspects of the design will be analyzed in more detail within  PED phase.  For the purposes of this study and description 
of impacts, the 70 feet trench width, is considered to be conservative when applied to the extents shown in plates 3 
and 4.

EE-189

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects
Concur.  Under the No Action Alternative, with erosion not addressed, full berm loss in a major flood event is 
assumed, and this is considered to be a significant impact.

EE-190

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects
The Corps has updated the No Action Alternative sections to indicate that full berm loss during a major flood event is 
considered to be a significant impact.



EE-191

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-192

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-193

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
The planting berm/trench is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.1 under "Bank Protection" in the 2nd and 4th 
paragraphs.  Planting berms are associated with the bank protection design and not the launchable rock trench 
design.  Trenches will be designed on a site-specific basis and would include shallow-rooted tree species.  

EE-194

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
There would be no planting berm under the launchable rock trench measure.  The planting berm is only associated 
with bank protection measures.  Under the trench scenario, on-site plantings would be above the trench.

EE-195

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

Section 2.3.1 includes revegetation through the planting berm at bank protection sites, and through planting shallow-
rooted species on the surface of the trenches.  This is consistent with the visual mitigation discussion.  It should be 
noted that the conclusion of the visual resources section is that effects are significant and cannot be fully mitigated.  
This conclusion is primarily due to the temporal loss of vegetation while the new vegetation is establishing.  

EE-196

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project Area There is a total of 11 miles of erosion protection proposed for the Parkway.

EE-197

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter No Action
The No Action Alternative is based on past experience and is a forecast of what could transpire with large magnitude 
flood events in the future.  It is based on best available information, but does not include specific qualitative 
estimates.



EE-198

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-199

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The trench width is a function of existing topography, trench slopes, depth, and quantity of launchable rock.  These 
aspects of the design will be analyzed in more detail within  PED phase.  For the purposes of this study and description 
of impacts, the 70 feet trench width, is considered to be conservative when applied to the extents shown in plates 3 
and 4.

EE-200

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

The acreage of impact was based on the construction footprint, including some additional areas like ramps and roads 
in the vegetation and wildlife section.  Staging areas have not been determined at this time, because of the potential 
for changing conditions between this study and the implementation of the project, therefore this acreage was not 
included in current project estimates.  Following authorization when site-specific design occurs, staging areas will be 
determined and if the impacts associated with those staging areas increase the environmental impacts disclosed in 
this EIS/EIR, then supplemental NEPA analysis would occur.

EE-201

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Modeling results are a summarization of a Sacramento Bank Protection Regional Sediment Study. This is a challenging 
issue.  In general, in the absence of bedrock or other erosion resistant materials, the LAR is degradational in nature 
down to about RM 4.  Downstream of this location, the river is slightly aggradational.  The erosion resistant layer has 
only been mapped between river miles 5.5 and 11.5 (approximate RM's).  The vertical location of the resistant layer is 
unknown for the remainder of the river below Nimbus Dam.  Despite the general trends, zones of local aggradation 
and degradation are observed to occur in both the prototype river channel as well as in numerical modeling 
simulations (e.g., HEC-6T).   In the zone where the erosion resistant layer has been identified, it appears that 
continued wholesale lowering of the channel thalweg is unlikely; however, other portions of the channel cross section 
(e.g., channel terraces or berms) may continue to degrade over time. 

EE-202

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

The degradation analysis report did look at nick points developing into full head cuts that would move upstream and 
jeopardize levee stability.  This study found that the only place that this was somewhat probable was in the vicinity of 
the Guy West bridge.  That is the reason that study only recommended grade control in that vicinity.  Further site 
specific design in PED will relook at this, likely in consultation with local stakeholder groups.

EE-203

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H
Draft results for the long-term simulation indicate that about 263,000 cy would be eroded for the without-project 
condition during the period simulated.  For the without-project conditions, a volume of 304,000 cy would be eroded 
along the 22-mile study reach of the American River.

EE-204

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H
When sediment is mobilized from along the American River or other rivers, it washes downstream.  Ultimately, this 
sediment finds its way to the Suisun, San Pablo, and San Francisco Bay and ultimately to the Pacific Ocean.



EE-205

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Considerable sea level rise would be required to significantly impact the sediment transport ability of the reach of 
river in question.  There are conditions where high stage on the Sacramento River causes backwater effects on the 
American River in the RM 5-7 stretch, but then there are other conditions where the backwater effect is not present 
but there are still significant flows coming down the American River causing higher rates of sediment transport 
including in the RM 5-7 range.  Significant sea level rise would need to occur before the sediment transport capability 
of this reach of river would greatly reduce.  However, this will be further studied in PED in consultation with local 
stakeholder groups.

EE-206

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

We concur that naturally, upstream of RM 8 it is not a braided channel.  But, artificially, because of the multiple 
channels associated with historic gravel mining, upstream of RM 8, sediment transport occurs as if it were a braided 
channel, which is why it is characterized this way.  Further analysis in PED will address this further, likely in 
consultation with local stakeholder groups.

EE-207

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

This is a challenging issue.  In general, in the absence of bedrock or other erosion resistant materials, the LAR is 
degradational in nature down to about RM 4.  Downstream of this location, the river is slightly aggradational.  The 
erosion resistant layer has only been mapped between river miles 5.5 and 11.5 (approximate RM's).  The vertical 
location of the resistant layer is unknown for the remainder of the river below Nimbus Dam.  Despite the general 
trends, zones of local aggradation and degradation are observed to occur in both the prototype river channel as well 
as in numerical modeling simulations (e.g., HEC-6T).   In the zone where the erosion resistant layer has been 
identified, it appears that continued wholesale lowering of the channel thalweg is unlikely; however, other portions of 
the channel cross section (e.g., channel terraces or berms) may continue to degrade over time. 

EE-208

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Reference to RM 9.0R was only made as an example of where erosion is actively occurring, even at low discharges 
such as 7,000 cfs.  The concern regarding the erosive trends in the LAR are not predicated on just this one location.  A 
review of the performance of the LAR channel with regards to erosion reveals that multiple locations of the channel 
have experienced damaging erosion and have required repair following significant discharge event.

EE-209

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

Reference to RM 9.0R was only made as an example of where erosion is actively occurring, even at low discharges 
such as 7000 cfs.  The concern regarding the erosive trends in the LAR are not predicated on just this one location.  A 
review of the performance of the LAR channel with regards to erosion reveals that multiple locations of the channel 
have experienced damaging erosion and have required repair following significant discharge event.

EE-210

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

It is possible that sewer main undercrossing is contributing to the erosion concerns at RM 7. However, looking at the 
Ayres' velocity plots - the velocity at this location is high enough to be of concern with or without the sewer main 
undercrossing. Site specific designs for erosion protection will be completed in the design phase of this study known 
as Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) and the sewer main undercrossing will be evaluated.  Given the 
magnitudes of local shear and velocity along portions of the lower American River banks makes bio-engineering or 
other soft approaches for providing bank protection very challenging.  Nonetheless, site specific designs for bank and 
erosion protection will be developed in the next phase of the study (PED Phase).  As part of the Folsom Water Control 
Manual, additional Channel Stability Analyses are being conducted to further refine the designs.



EE-211

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

It is possible that sewer main undercrossing is contributing to the erosion concerns at RM 7. However, looking at the 
Ayres' velocity plots - the velocity at this location is high enough to be of concern with or without the sewer main 
undercrossing. Site specific designs for erosion protection will be completed in the design phase of this study known 
as Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) and the sewer main undercrossing will be evaluated.  Given the 
magnitudes of local shear and velocity along portions of the lower American River banks makes bio-engineering or 
other soft approaches for providing bank protection very challenging.  Nonetheless, site specific designs for bank and 
erosion protection will be developed in the next phase of the study (PED Phase).  As part of the Folsom Water Control 
Manual, additional Channel Stability Analyses are being conducted to further refine the designs.

EE-212

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H
The significance criteria in the Hydrology and Hydraulics section is based on the environmental checklist in Appendix 
G of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Hydraulic effects are discussed throughout the section and the determination is that 
there would be no significant hydraulic effects associated with the project.

EE-213

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H
Design based on site-specific hydraulic and environmental conditions would occur during the design phase of the 
project to determine which erosion protection measure is appropriate at each location. 

EE-214

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

The text has been revised to clarify that the discussion refers to surface runoff conditions, which are not expected to 
be impacted by implementation of the project.  Erosion conditions will be addressed by the proposed measures.  If 
trenches have launched, significant berm has been lost and channel geometry was highly altered by a major flood 
event.  The launched trench would protect the levee.  Erosion of the berm is not considered an impact of the project 
as it is part of the existing condition.  Addressing the changed geometry post-flood event would be part of a 
collaborative effort during the recovery period.

EE-215

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

For the purposes of this study, the project features were designed with a flow of 160,000 cfs which is currently 
estimated to be a 200-year event. The ARCF GRR used a conservative characterization of future flood management 
operations at Folsom Dam assuming the JFP auxiliary spillway and control structure are complete.  The Folsom Dam 
future operations reflected in the ARCF GRR are based on the operations identified in the Folsom Dam Modification 
and Folsom Dam Raise Projects Post Authorization Change Report (2007) (JFP PACR).  Evaluation of how the flow 
regime has changed to get to the Spillway and Dam raise in place is being done under the Folsom Water Control 
Manual Update. 

EE-216

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter H&H

The significance criteria in the Hydrology and Hydraulics section is based on the environmental checklist in Appendix 
G of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project 
implementation or operation.  Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the 
project does prevent the full berm loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the 
bank/berm is a natural process that is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in 
high releases from Folsom Dam.  The decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does 
not change these erosion conditions, but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction a 
trench rather than bank protection in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to 
continue.  The balance of these two measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one 
was implemented on its own. During PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with 
stakeholders.  This more substantial design analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision 
on bank protection versus launchable rock.



EE-217

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
The comment is unclear.  Site-specific designs will be coordinated with County Parks during the PED phase of the 
project.

EE-218

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
The EIS/EIR assesses impacts and mitigation, including short term and long term impacts.  The Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan, which is appended to the Final EIS/EIR also includes more information regarding mitigation planning.

EE-219

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation
Trees left in place are not expected to die.  The Corps has been protecting trees in place as part of bank protection 
construction under the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project and the trees at these sites have had successful 
survival rates over the last decade.  

EE-220

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Mitigation plans have been refined since the preparation of the draft EIS/EIR and are evaluated in more detail in the 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, which is appended to the Final EIS/EIR.  These plans will be further evaluated in PED 
during site-specific engineering design and selection of any off-site mitigation sites.  Some riparian plantings will occur 
on the trenches, however, at this time the Corps anticipates that not all required mitigation will occur on-site.

EE-221

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-222

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-223

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB

An assumption was made for the purposes of mitigation planning that all elderberry shrubs are riparian because the 
Corps was evaluating effects based on a maximum impact scenario and riparian shrubs have more stringent 
mitigation requirements than non-riparian shrubs.  During site-specific designs, each elderberry shrub will be 
evaluated on an individual basis and the mitigation will be adjusted, as needed, based on the existing conditions prior 
to construction.



EE-224

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB

Mitigation requirements for VELB are established in the USFWS Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry 
Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, July 1999).  The guidelines require that elderberries are planted along with a ratio of 
associated native plants.  The Conservation Guidelines list and establish a number of species that are appropriate for 
VELB mitigation sites, including various species of willows, cottonwoods, oaks, box elder, etc.

EE-225

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB

Trench footprints are part of the riparian corridor.  They primarily consist of riparian forest and oak woodland habitat 
types.  In some cases they would also impact ruderal herbaceous habitat areas.  The acreage of impacts will be refined 
during the design phase and a more accurate assessment of the habitat impacts will be conducted at that time.  It is 
not anticipated that trenches would impact SRA habitat. 

EE-226

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB
Existing mitigation sites within the American River Parkway contribute to the riparian corridor and therefore are 
generally considered to be riparian.  When these sites reach full maturity they are expected to provide riparian 
habitat. 

EE-227

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation

The relationship between these mitigation types has not been established at this time.  There is some overlap 
between the riparian mitigation and the required "associated natives " that must be planted for VELB mitigation.  The 
final acreage of mitigation will be determined prior to construction and will be based on the recommendations in the 
USFWS CAR and the requirements of the Biological Opinion, as well as through coordination with County Parks.

EE-228

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction a trench rather than bank protection in 
some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-229

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter VELB

Elderberry impacts were based on the 2011 surveys.  Because habitat will grow and could change significantly 
between 2011 and implementation of construction, surveys and counts will be conducted again prior to construction 
and mitigation implemented would be coordinated with USFWS prior to construction.  Mitigation estimates were 
based on best available information during the planning phase.  The project's cost estimate includes contingency costs 
to allow for potential future increases in mitigation.  However, the expectation is that project footprints would 
decrease during construction and that impacts overall would likely be reduced.

EE-230

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.

EE-231

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The draft EIS/EIR does not propose planting levee slopes.  Smaller vegetation such as grasses and shrubs must be 
removed in order to construct bank protection sites, but large trees can be protected in place.   Bank protection sites 
would include the establishment of a planting berm on the waterside toe of the levee.  Figures in Chapter 2 will be 
updated for clarity and will show the planting berms in the Final EIS/EIR.



EE-232

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

Smaller vegetation such as grasses and shrubs must be removed in order to construct bank protection sites, but large 
trees can be protected in place.   Bank protection sites would include the establishment of a planting berm on the 
waterside toe of the levee.  Figures in Chapter 2 will be updated for clarity and will show the planting berms in the 
Final EIS/EIR.

EE-233

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Design based on site-specific hydraulic and environmental conditions would occur during the design phase of the 
project to determine which erosion protection measure is appropriate at each location.  Planting berms would include 
a soil cap to allow for establishment of new vegetation and long-term revegetation (see Figures 8-10 of the EIS/EIR 
showing vegetative features in bank protection sites near CSU Sacramento).

EE-234

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Design based on site-specific hydraulic and environmental conditions would occur during the design phase of the 
project to determine which erosion protection measure is appropriate at each location. 

EE-235

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

The Corps has worked very closely with National Marine Fisheries Service under the Sacramento River Bank 
Protection Project (SRBPP) over the last 10-15 years to design self-mitigating bank protection sites, which include 
various types of planting berms to account for impacts to SRA habitat.  Under the ARCF GRR, the Corps proposes to 
evaluate each bank protection site during the design phase to apply the appropriate SRBPP design to minimize and 
mitigate for effects to habitat.

EE-236

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

An estimate of impacts and mitigation for the American River erosion protection work is included in the EIS/EIR in 
Sections 3.6 and 3.8 and in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, which is appended to the Final EIS/EIR.  The final 
mitigation acreage will be coordinated following authorization once site-specific surveys and designs have been 
completed.  At that time, coordination with County Parks and the resource agencies would occur and the final 
required mitigation would be established.

EE-237

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
The removal of riparian habitat for construction would likely also include the removal of some trees (as described in 
Section 3.6.4) that provide nesting habitat for Swainson's Hawk.

EE-238

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
Woodlake/Cal Expo could be used for Swainson's/riparian mitigation, however it is not a preferred location for 
mitigation within the Parkway, due to continued problems with wildfires in this portion of the Parkway.  The Corps is 
not likely to support additional mitigation sites at this location.

EE-239

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
Habitat impacts have been clarified in Section 3.6 and 3.8 of the Final EIS/EIR.  Additional information is also included 
in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, which is appended to the Final EIS/EIR.

EE-240

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.



EE-241

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Project Area There is a total of 11 miles of erosion protection proposed for the Parkway.

EE-242

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
The planting berm/trench is discussed in the draft EIS/EIR Section 2.3.1 under "Bank Protection" in the 2nd and 4th 
paragraphs.  Concur.  The Corps updated Figure 1 to show the planting berm.

EE-243

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
There would be no planting berm under the launchable rock trench measure.  The planting berm is only associated 
with bank protection measures.  Under the trench scenario, on-site plantings would be above the trench.

EE-244

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Deep-rooted trees would not be permitted on the trench, but shallow-rooted trees and shrubs could be planted in 
these areas.

EE-245

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design
There would be no planting berm under the launchable rock trench measure.  The planting berm is only associated 
with bank protection measures.  Under the trench scenario, on-site plantings would be above the trench.

EE-246

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Mitigation
Elderberry impacts are included within the riparian impacts estimated.  These two habitat types are inter-related and 
would be mitigated in coordination with one another.

EE-247

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Environmental Effects

The Visual Resources No Action alternative has been updated to include full berm loss as a significant impact.  Berm 
erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  Additionally, 
since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm loss that is 
considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that is 
continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

EE-248

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Vegetation

Figures throughout Chapter 2 will be updated to include planting berms.  During site-specific design, the Corps will 
evaluate each site and determine which planting berm designs is appropriate based on existing conditions.  The Corps 
anticipates being able to implement some level of vegetative features at every bank protection site.  If a planting 
berm is infeasible, this could include planting willow poles, or installing IWM for fish habitat.



EE-249

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The repair shown is a conceptual design that reflects actual construction on the American River as part of the Sac 
Bank sites repair.  In PED, site specific design will occur that will take into account the hydraulic, geotechnical, 
topographical, environmental, and cultural aspects of each site.  The Corps, in conjunction with stakeholders will 
address the constraints at individual sites to come up with the best design alternative for each site.

EE-250

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The repair shown is a conceptual design that reflects actual construction on the American River as part of the Sac 
Bank sites repair.  In PED, site specific design will occur that will take into account the hydraulic, geotechnical, 
topographical, environmental, and cultural aspects of each site.  The Corps, in conjunction with stakeholders will 
address the constraints at individual sites to come up with the best design alternative for each site.

EE-251

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The repair shown is a conceptual design that reflects actual construction on the American River as part of the Sac 
Bank sites repair.  In PED, site specific design will occur that will take into account the hydraulic, geotechnical, 
topographical, environmental, and cultural aspects of each site.  The Corps, in conjunction with stakeholders will 
address the constraints at individual sites to come up with the best design alternative for each site.

EE-252

Friends of the River, 
Habitat 2020, and Save 
the American River 
Association

Letter Visual
The Corps concurs that rock will be visible, even after revegetation has been established, particularly during low water 
years.  It is anticipated that over time, as new vegetation establishes, the visibility of rock revetment will be greatly 
reduced.  Section 3.15 of the EIS/EIR has been updated to acknowledge that rock will be visible.

FF-1
Save the American River 
Association

Letter Design

It is agreed that the reach of the American River between Howe Ave. and Paradise Beach is the worst stretch of the 
river with regards to the applied velocity.  This reach however is not an anomaly with regards to erosion.  Erosion has 
occurred in this reach and has been repaired (Sac Bank site 4, ARCF site 6.4L, 6.9L, and site 7.0R).  Erosion has also 
occurred downstream and upstream of this reach and has been repaired (Sac Bank sites 1, 2, 3, and 5, ARCF sites 1.8L, 
4.0L, 10.0L 10.2R, plus the 1986 emergency repair upstream of the Capital City Freeway).  The velocity within the 
Howe to Paradise Beach reach is 12 to 13 fps for flows ranging from 115,000 cfs to 160,000 cfs.  Upstream and 
downstream of this reach, velocities are often in the 6 to 7 fps range.  Bare soil can withstand 1.5 to 2.5 fps and soil 
with a good turf cover can withstand 3.5 to 8 fps depending on the class of turf.  The American River does not offer 
good turf conditions.  This is a reason why we have experienced erosion in reaches downstream and upstream of the 
Howe to Paradise Beach reach.  Text to explain conditions both upstream and downstream of the Howe to Paradise 
Beach reach has been added to section 2.3.1 of the GRR and Section 3.4 of the EIS/EIR.

FF-2
Save the American River 
Association

Letter Design

It is agreed that the reach of the American River between Howe Ave. and Paradise Beach is the worst stretch of the 
river with regards to the applied velocity.  This reach however is not an anomaly with regards to erosion.  Erosion has 
occurred in this reach and has been repaired (Sac Bank site 4, ARCF site 6.4L, 6.9L, and site 7.0R).  Erosion has also 
occurred downstream and upstream of this reach and has been repaired (Sac Bank sites 1, 2, 3, and 5, ARCF sites 1.8L, 
4.0L, 10.0L 10.2R, plus the 1986 emergency repair upstream of the Capital City Freeway).  The velocity within the 
Howe to Paradise Beach reach is 12 to 13 fps for flows ranging from 115,000 cfs to 160,000 cfs.  Upstream and 
downstream of this reach, velocities are often in the 6 to 7 fps range.  Bare soil can withstand 1.5 to 2.5 fps and soil 
with a good turf cover can withstand 3.5 to 8 fps depending on the class of turf.  The American River does not offer 
good turf conditions.  This is a reason why we have experienced erosion in reaches downstream and upstream of the 
Howe to Paradise Beach reach.  Text to explain conditions both upstream and downstream of the Howe to Paradise 
Beach reach has been added to section 2.3.1 of the GRR and Section 3.4 of the EIS/EIR.



FF-3
Save the American River 
Association

Letter Design Figure 4-5 has been modified to include the previously installed erosion repair sites. 

FF-4
Save the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The cross sections shown in all documents are conceptual and do not represent exactly what will occur at any given 
site.  Design will occur at individual sites and will take into account the geotechnical, hydraulic, environmental 
constraints at the site.  Covering rock with soil is now an established practice.  To the extent practicable, rock placed 
above the normal summer water surface will be covered with soil.

FF-5
Save the American River 
Association

Letter
Engineering Appendix 
History

Agree that history should be updated in said attachment.  However, the Mayhew improvements from 2008 addressed 
levee height and seepage/stability, and not erosion protection.  Our study indicates that Mayhew area is in need of an 
erosion protection to handle the future without project conditions which the Mayhew seepage/stability and raise 
project did not account for.  However, the necessity of bank protection and the design details of this feature will be 
further analyzed in PED.

FF-6
Save the American River 
Association

Letter Design
Figure 2-6 has been updated to reflect the more current understanding of the potential erosion sites which 
corresponds with the recommended erosion protection sites. 

FF-7
Save the American River 
Association

Letter Design

The following text has been added to Chapter 2 of the GRR to describe how areas were identified for erosion 
protection.  Additionally, maps showing the velocity contours of the entire leveed reach of the lower American River 
have been added to further illustrate this analysis. "Figure 2-7 shows the velocities for a discharge of 115,000 cfs 
which average about 6 to 8 ft/sec in the channel with maximum velocities ranging up to about 12 ft/sec. Figure 2-8 
shows the velocities for a discharge of 160,000 cfs which average about 5 to 9 ft/sec in the channel with maximum 
velocities ranging up to about 13 ft/sec.

Of concern in both of these figures are the proximities of the relatively high velocities to the levees along the Lower 
American River. Additionally, the range of the computed velocities is of concern since the magnitude of the velocities 
is great enough to erode many of the relatively fine grained material present in the channel lining. The results of the 
analysis indicate that the large discharge events are capable of eroding the material typically found lining the Lower 
American River channel."  Additionally, the following language has been added to Chapter 4: "The rationale used to 
determine where erosion protection was required involved consideration of several factors. The most important 
factors included: 1) the velocity computed by the hydraulic modeling (Ayres 2004) for a discharge of 160,000 cfs, 2) 
the erodibility of the material near the levee prism, and 3) the past performance of the levee segment with respect to 
erosion."

FF-8
Save the American River 
Association

Letter Alternatives

The recommended plan in the GRR has identified areas along the American River where potential high flow velocities 
are within a proximity to the levee which would cause concern for potential levee failure.  This footprint of erosion 
work represents the largest area that the initial studies have identified.  These sites will be further investigated during 
the design phase and the extent of levee work would possibly be reduced as a result of the future analysis.  
Additionally, the recommendations in the GRR would be constructed in a worst-first sequence, meaning that the areas 
considered to be the highest risk would be constructed first.  Since the GRR would need to wait for both authorization 
and then annual appropriations from Congress,  it could be many years until the funding is in place for construction 
for those areas considered to be lower risk.



FF-9
Save the American River 
Association

Letter General

A description of the final report approval process has been added to Chapter 4 of the GRR.  That approval process is 
as follows:   The Project Delivery Team (PDT) has responded to the comments on the Draft GRR & EIS/EIR and 
Appendices received during concurrent Public Review, Agency Technical Review (ATR), Independent External Peer 
Review (IEPR) and HQUSACE Policy Review and revised the documents as appropriate. The Final GRR &EIS/EIR and 
Appendices are transmitted to the South Pacific Division (SPD) for endorsement and then forwarded to HQUSACE.  
Once the documents are received at HQUSACE, a Civil Works Review Board (CWRB) is convened.  The purpose of the 
CWRB is to determine if the final GRR &EIS/EIR and appendices, along with the proposed Report of the Chief of 
Engineers, are ready to be released for State and Agency review, as required by the Flood Control Act of 1944, as 
amended (33U.S.C. 701-1).  Upon a successful conclusion of the CWRB meeting, the Deputy Commanding General for 
Civil and Emergency Operations (DCG-CEO) will approve release of the documents for State and Agency review and 
final NEPA review.  After State and Agency review, comments are incorporated in to the documents as appropriate 
and a Final Chief’s Report will be signed by the Chief of Engineers.  The Chief’s Report will then be sent to the 
chairpersons of the Senate Committee in Environment and Public Works and the House of Representative Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure.  The Chief’s Report, along with the GRR, EIS/EIR and appendices will then be 
sent to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA(CW)) for review and approval.  After approval by the 
ASA(CW), the documents will be sent to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for review.

FF-10
Save the American River 
Association

Letter LPP

The acronym "LPP" has been added to the list of acronyms at the front of the report.  The LPP was developed by the 
project delivery team which consists of USACE and sponsor staff.  It has been endorsed by USACE Headquarters, the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA(CW)), the Central Valley Flood Protection Board and the SAFCA 
Board of Directors.

GG-1 James Morgan Letter NEPA

During the preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project, the Corps will be designing each phase of the 
project on a site-specific basis.  During this site-specific design, an analysis will be conducted to determine whether 
the impacts are consistent with those described in this EIS/EIR or whether supplemental NEPA analysis would need to 
occur. 

GG-2 James Morgan Letter Alternatives

A lot of levee improvement work has already taken place along the American River. The remaining problem is the 
potential for erosion to cause a levee failure.  Sites have been identified along the American River where high velocity 
flows could cause potential levee erosion.  Several different construction techniques have been identified to address 
the erosion potential. These techniques will be refined on a site specific basis  during the design phase. 

GG-3 James Morgan Letter Communication
The information presented at the Lower American River Task Force was meant to highlight the risk of erosion in the 
length of river between Paradise Beach and Watt Ave.  We regret any misunderstanding this might have caused. 

GG-4 James Morgan Letter Alternatives

The recommended plan in the GRR has identified areas along the American River where potential high flow velocities 
are within a proximity to the levee which would cause concern for potential levee failure.  This footprint of erosion 
work represents the largest area that the initial studies have identified.  These sites will be further investigated during 
the design phase and the extent of levee work would possibly be reduced as a result of the future analysis.  
Additionally, the recommendations in the GRR would be constructed in a worst-first sequence, meaning that the areas 
considered to be the highest risk would be constructed first.  Since the GRR would need to wait for both authorization 
and then annual appropriations from Congress,  it could be many years until the funding is in place for construction 
for those areas considered to be lower risk.

GG-5 James Morgan Letter Design
Concur, the bank protection graphic on page 32 should have soil cover for the rocks areas which are above the 
summer mean water surface elevation.



HH-1 Gay Jones E-mail Coordination
The Corps of Engineers is committed to working with stakeholders during the design and construction process.  
Previous bank protection constructed working with the LARTF is a good example that the Corps is supportive of using 
as a working model.

HH-2 Gay Jones E-mail Scope

As part of the ongoing effort to reduce the flood risk for the City of Sacramento, many studies have been conducted 
to gain a better understanding of the nature of the risk and possible ways to reduce the risk.  These efforts have 
greatly expanded the understanding of the extent of the risk, including the potential for erosion of not only the banks 
of the American River, but the levees as well.   

HH-3 Gay Jones E-mail Alternatives
The recommendations included in the GRR will be refined during the design phase of the project, at which time, site 
specific surveys and details would be taken into account.

HH-4 Gay Jones E-mail Alternatives

The levees along the American and Sacramento River could fail during a flood event due to four main factors.  These 
factors include 1) flood water seeping through and under the levee, 2) levee instability, 3) flood waters overtopping a 
levee during a flood event, and 4) erosion of the levee.  The first three factors have been addressed by prior work 
along the American River, however, the risk of significant levee erosion still remains as a possible cause of levee 
failure.  Several erosion sites have been repaired and this work, along with all the other previous work, was accounted 
for during the development of the recommended plan for the GRR.  The analysis conducted as part of the GRR 
identified additional areas where there is a high likelihood of erosion during large flood events.  

HH-5 Gay Jones E-mail Parkway Plan
The majority of the Parkway Plan quotes in the document are directly out of Chapter 4 of the Parkway Plan, which 
identifies the goals and regulations for flood control actions in the Parkway.  The EIS/EIR has been updated with 
citations to Chapter 4 of the Parkway Plan.

HH-6 Gay Jones E-mail Vegetation

The Corps does not propose to construct any new levees under the ARCF GRR.  The project proposes to improve 
known problems in the existing levee system that could lead to a failure, damages, and loss of life.  In order to 
complete this important public safety project, there would be significant impacts on the environment.  The mitigation 
proposed in the EIS/EIR is expected to provide a similar habitat value long-term, however the short-term effects 
would be significant and unavoidable.  The Corps intends to do what it can in site-specific design to minimize these 
significant effects, however, protecting habitat is not the purpose of the project.

II-1
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Alternatives

A wide variety of possible alternatives was analyzed as part of the study.  Because the levees surrounding the City are 
in such poor condition, the study concluded that the most effective way to reduce the flood risk for the City of 
Sacramento is to improve the levees.  A setback levee with a seepage berm is recommended for the Sacramento 
Bypass north levee which would approximately double the width of the floodplain area in the Sacramento Bypass. The 
remainder of the levees are adjacent to urban development with little to no available land for a levee setback.

II-2
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Water Quality

The CVRWQCB Basin Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins is referred to throughout Section 3.5, and 
the thresholds identified within the Basin Plan are cited throughout as the regulatory level applicable to the project 
for various water quality issues such as dissolved oxygen, water temperature, pH, and turbidity.  Mitigation is 
proposed to comply with these thresholds, and monitoring would be conducted during in-water work to ensure that 
these thresholds are not exceeded.  Further coordination with the CVRWQCB would occur during the design phase 
prior to construction to ensure that all appropriate permits (i.e., Section 401 Water Quality Certification) is met and 
any additional mitigation required will be coordinated with the board through that process.

II-3
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Water Quality
The Corps will ensure that prior to initiation of construction, a Section 401 Water Quality Certification is obtained, as 
necessary, for impacts to waters of the U.S.  Through the Water Quality Certification process, the Corps will consult 
with the Water Boards, as required.

II-4
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Water Quality
Section 3.5 of the EIS/EIR has been updated to identify beneficial uses of surface waters and to analyze the impacts 
that could occur to these water uses.



II-5
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Alternatives

A wide variety of possible alternatives was considered, including features throughout the watershed, to find ways to 
reduce the flood risk to the City of Sacramento. USACE has developed a hydraulic model of the Sacramento River 
which allows us to analyze the effects of modifications to the flood management system.  Because the levees 
surrounding the City are in such poor shape, the analysis showed that most effective plan to reduce the flood risk is to 
improve the existing levees.  A setback levee is recommended for the north levee of the Sacramento Bypass  which 
would approximately double it's floodplain area. The remainder of the levees are adjacent to urban development with 
little to no available land for a levee setback.   The ongoing Central Valley Integrated Flood Management Study 
(CVIFMS) is a multi-purpose watershed study that is considering the larger, regional scale benefits associated with 
flood risk management, ecosystem restoration and other water resource related purposes.   SAFCA is a local cost 
sharing partner on the study and has been in close coordination with USACE on the development of the GRR and the 
proposed work along the Sacramento River and the North Area Streams.  The recommendations of the GRR are 
considered integral to the Lower Sacramento River Feasibility Study that is being developed as part of the Central 
Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP).

II-6
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Vegetation

As detailed in Section 1.4.5 of the EIS/EIR, the Corps has conducted an analysis to determine the feasibility of 
acquiring a vegetation variance.  The analysis determined that receipt of a variance is a reasonable assumption for the 
project and therefore all effects analyses assumed the variance is in place.  If a variance is not granted by USACE HQ, 
then the Corps will conduct further NEPA/CEQA analysis at that time to analyze the effects of compliance with ETL 
1110-2-583. The variance application process will be conducted following Congressional authorization during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

II-7
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter SAFCA projects

SAFCA has informed the Corps that they will be seeking both permission to alter the Federal Flood Management 
Project (Section 408) and Credit Consideration (Section 221) for levee improvement work they intend on constructing 
prior to implementation of the ARCF GRR recommended project. Section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 as 
amended by Section 2003 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2007 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5b) allows the 
sponsor to seek credit for the study, design and construction of Federally authorized water resources development 
projects that are carried out after the execution of an agreement with the ASA(CW). Where there is a cost sharing 
agreement, the sponsor may provide in-kind contributions in accordance with the terms of the applicable agreement.  
The sponsor has indicated that they intend to construct portions of the levee improvements recommended by the 
GRR that are considered the highest risk areas and seek credit for those improvements.  These actions will not be 
considered part of the without project condition however, in order that the sponsor may receive credit consideration 
in the future. 

II-8
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Water Quality
Section 3.5 of the EIS/EIR has been updated to identify beneficial uses of surface waters and to analyze the impacts 
that could occur to these water uses.

II-9
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Vegetation
If a variance is not granted by USACE HQ, then the Corps will conduct further NEPA/CEQA analysis at that time to 
analyze the effects of compliance with ETL 1110-2-583. 

II-10
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Vegetation
The variance application process will be conducted following Congressional authorization during the preconstruction 
engineering and design phase of the project.

II-11
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Vegetation
The SWIF Plan will be prepared by the local sponsors.  It is anticipated that this will be acknowledged within the SWIF 
plan, as it is a key assumption associated with the vegetation variance and SAFCA's ongoing vegetation management 
efforts under the Levee Accreditation Program.

II-12
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Vegetation
The regulatory setting sections refer to the laws and regulations that are applicable to the proposed projects.  These 
laws are further described in Chapter 5, including details on which agencies must be consulted with and what actions 
the Corps must take in order to achieve full compliance.



II-13
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Wetlands
The second bullet in the Significance Criteria for Section 3.6 states:  "Substantial effects on a sensitive natural 
community, including Federally protected wetlands and other waters of the U.S., as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act.".

II-14
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Water Quality

In Section 3.6, the EIS/EIR acknowledges the significant impacts that result from the temporal loss of vegetation, 
including riparian trees.  Additionally, in Section 1.4.5 the EIS/EIR describes the project's approach to vegetation 
removal and protection under the Corps' levee safety policies.  Section 1.4.5 describes the vegetation variance, which 
will allow the Corps to leave mature vegetation in place along the waterways, preserving the SRA habitat in the study 
area.  Additionally, the Corps proposes to plant additional waterside habitat through the construction of planting 
berms at bank protection sites.  Through these measures, the project would not result in a significant impact on water 
temperature.  The Water Quality section will be updated for the final EIS/EIR to include this analysis.

II-15
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Mitigation
Mitigation planning efforts are ongoing and are discussed in greater detail in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, 
which is appended to the Final EIS/EIR.

II-16
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Mitigation
Mitigation planning efforts are ongoing and are discussed in greater detail in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, 
which is appended to the Final EIS/EIR.

II-17
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Mitigation
The Corps will comply with all applicable State and Federal regulations.  Further coordination with the CVRWQCB will 
occur following project authorization to ensure that the Corps is conducting all mitigation and monitoring in 
accordance with the applicable guidance.

II-18
State Water Resources 
Control Board

Letter Vegetation

As detailed in Section 1.4.5 of the EIS/EIR, the Corps has conducted an analysis to determine the feasibility of 
acquiring a vegetation variance.  The analysis determined that receipt of a variance is a reasonable assumption for the 
project and therefore all effects analyses assumed the variance is in place.  If a variance is not granted by USACE HQ, 
then the Corps will conduct further NEPA/CEQA analysis at that time to analyze the effects of compliance with ETL 
1110-2-583. The variance application process will be conducted following Congressional authorization during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.

JJ-1 Sacramento County Letter Environmental Effects The Final EIS/EIR has been updated with an effort to be more specific about habitat impacts.

JJ-2 Sacramento County Letter Recreation

Recreational access points, boat launches, parks, and recreation sites such as the Campus Commons Golf Course 
would remain open to the greatest extent practicable.  If construction equipment and material delivery requires full 
closure of revenue generating facilities, compensation would be discussed during PED phase when such closures are 
determined to be required.

JJ-3 Sacramento County Letter Recreation Impacts to the Golf Course will be included in the Final EIS/EIR.

JJ-4 Sacramento County Letter Recreation

Construction of the project would not take place in all areas of the Parkway at one time, and there may be viable 
detours for equestrians during construction.  However, communication about where the construction would take 
place would enable equestrian riders to determine the best route to take in order to avoid equestrian startlement and 
confusion.  These efforts would be further discussed during PED phase.

JJ-5 Sacramento County Letter Recreation
Construction of the project would not take place in all areas of the Parkway at one time.  There is the potential for 
bank-side access points near construction sites to be closed or limited during construction, but construction would not 
substantially limit the ability for recreationists to do water-based activities.

JJ-6 Sacramento County Letter Recreation

Closures and detours of the recreational trail could impact multiple events such as Eppie’s Great Race, the American 
River Parkway Half Marathon, the Jed Smith Ultra Classic, and multiple other fun runs and events.  Coordination 
during PED phase would reduce impacts to these events to the greatest extent practicable.  Recreational access 
points, boat launches, parks, and recreation sites such as the Campus Commons Golf Course would remain open to 
the greatest extent practicable.  If any construction would require full closure, compensation of lost revenue would be 
considered during the design phase.



JJ-7 Sacramento County Letter Recreation
Construction contractors are required to restore the area to pre-construction conditions.  If unofficial public trails are 
created due to project impacts, the eroded areas would be included in project impacts and restored to pre-
construction conditions. 

JJ-8 Sacramento County Letter Recreation

Coordination with Park staff would be conducted during design phase in order to reduce impacts to recreation to the 
greatest extent practicable.  If detours, closures, and other disturbances to recreation are determined to be necessary 
in order to complete the project, public outreach would be conducted in conjunction with State and local outreach 
efforts.

JJ-9 Sacramento County Letter Borrow Thank you, we will consider in PED phase.
JJ-10 Sacramento County Letter Borrow The Corps or its contractor would acquire all appropriate permits prior to the initiation of project construction.

JJ-11 Sacramento County Letter Vegetation
Typically when we are referring to large vegetation vs small vegetation we are referring to trees versus shrubs or 
grasses.

JJ-12 Sacramento County Letter Vegetation
Design based on site-specific hydraulic and environmental conditions would occur during the design phase of the 
project to determine which erosion protection measure is appropriate at each location. 

JJ-13 Sacramento County Letter Vegetation
More information about vegetation habitats has been included in the Final EIS/EIR and the Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan.

JJ-14 Sacramento County Letter Vegetation
Trees left in place are not expected to die.  The Corps has been protecting trees in place as part of bank protection 
construction under the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project and the trees at these sites have had successful 
survival rates over the last decade.  

JJ-15 Sacramento County Letter Design Concur.  The Corps will update figure 1 to ensure that the planting berm is shown.

JJ-16 Sacramento County Letter Vegetation

Proposed measures on the American River would only impact vegetation within the construction footprint.  For the 
launchable rock trench measure, the construction footprint includes the lower waterside slope.  Since the vegetation 
variance only applies to the lower waterside slope, it cannot be applied to this measure.  The bank protection 
measure on the American River does not involve the levee slope, and therefore, a vegetation variance is not 
necessary.  The Corps will minimize impacts to vegetation in the Parkway to the maximum extent possible during 
construction.

JJ-17 Sacramento County Letter Vegetation

Impacts for the American River are as described in the document throughout Section 3.6.  As described above, this 
estimate is based on the impacts to vegetation in the construction footprint and the level of impact would not change 
under a variance.  No ETL compliance is necessary for the measures proposed under this project on the American 
River.  It remains the responsibility of the local maintaining agency.

JJ-18 Sacramento County Letter Vegetation

The appropriateness of where replantings occur would be determined on a site-specific basis during the 
preconstruction engineering and design phase of the project.  For example, following construction on the Sacramento 
River levees, new trees would not be installed in the levee prism, as it would conflict with State and Federal 
vegetation policies, but they would be installed in planting berms, while levees would be reseeded with native 
grasses.  

JJ-19 Sacramento County Letter No Action
As part of the Folsom Water Control Manual update, additional Channel Stability Analyses are being conducted to 
further refine channel widening and deepening.

JJ-20 Sacramento County Letter Design

The trench width (top) is a function of existing topography, trench slopes, depth, and quantity of launchable rock.  
These aspects of the design will be analyzed in more detail within  PED phase.  For the purposes of this study and 
description of impacts, the 70 feet trench width is considered to be conservative when applied to the extents shown 
in plates 3 and 4.



JJ-21 Sacramento County Letter Design

Berm erosion is part of the existing condition and is not an impact of project implementation or operation.  
Additionally, since a combination of bank protection and trench is proposed, the project does prevent the full berm 
loss that is considered significant under the No Action alternative.  Erosion of the bank/berm is a natural process that 
is continually occurring, but is exacerbated when extreme precipitation results in high releases from Folsom Dam.  The 
decision to construct launchable rock trench as opposed to bank protection does not change these erosion conditions, 
but rather prevents the erosion from causing a levee failure.  The construction of a trench rather than bank protection 
in some locations also allows for some natural sediment transport processes to continue.  The balance of these two 
measures reduces the potential significant impacts that would occur if either one was implemented on its own. During 
PED, a more substantial design analysis will be conducted, working with stakeholders.  This more substantial design 
analysis will look at site specific conditions to better inform the decision on bank protection versus launchable rock.

JJ-22 Sacramento County Letter NEPA
Section 1.1 of the EIS/EIR describes the process for evaluating site-specific conditions in the design phase of the 
project and determining whether any supplemental NEPA/CEQA analysis will need to be conducted prior to 
construction.

JJ-23 Sacramento County Letter Coordination
As part of the ongoing coordination for the ARCF GRR, site-specific designs would be shared when they are developed 
during the Design Phase.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Army Corps 
of Engineers 

Notice of Intent To Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
408 Permission and 404 Permit to 
Three Rivers Levee Improvement 
Authority for the Feather River Levee 
Repair Project, California, Segment 2 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The action being taken is the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the issuance of both 
the 408 permission to the Central Valley 
Flood Protection Board and 404 Permit 
to Three Rivers Levee Improvement 
Authority (TRLIA) for their work on the 
Feather River Levee Repair Project 
(FRLRP). Under 33 U.S.C. 408, the Chief 
of Engineers grants permission to alter 
an existing flood control structure if it 
is not injurious to the public interest 
and does not impair the usefulness of 
such work. Under section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, the District Engineer 
permits the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the United States 
if the discharge meets the requirements 
of the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s 404(b)(1) guidelines and is not 
contrary to the public interest. The 
FRLRP is located in Yuba County, CA. 
TRLIA is requesting this permission and 
permit in order to complete 
construction along the east levee of the 
Feather River. 
DATES: A public scoping meeting will be 
held March 10, 2008, 6:30 to 8:30 at the 
Yuba County Government Center, 915 
8th Street, Marysville, CA. Send written 
comments by April 9, 2008 to the 
address below. 
ADDRESSES: Send written comments and 
suggestions concerning this study to Mr. 
John Suazo, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Sacramento District, Attn: 
Planning Division (CESPK–PD–R), 1325 
J Street, Sacramento, CA 95814. 
Requests to be placed on the mailing list 
should also be sent to this address. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Questions about the proposed action 
and EIS should be addressed to John 
Suazo at (916) 557–6719, e-mail: 
john.suazo@usace.army.mil or by mail 
to (see ADDRESSES). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

1. Proposed Action. The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers is preparing an EIS 
to analyze the impacts of the work 
proposed by TRLIA from the 
implementation of the FRLRP, Segment 
2. The FRLRP, Segment 2 is being 

constructed by TRLIA to improve flood 
protection to portions of Yuba County 
and Reclamation District (RD) 784. 

2. Alternatives. The EIS will address 
an array of flood control improvement 
alternatives along Segment 2. 
Alternatives analyzed during the 
investigation will include a combination 
of one or more flood protection 
measures. These measures include 
seepage berms, stability berms, setback 
levees, seepage cutoff walls, and 
relocation of a pump station. 

3. Scoping Process. a. The Corps has 
initiated a process to involve concerned 
individuals, and local, State, and 
Federal agencies. A public scoping 
meeting will be held on March 10, 2008 
to present information to the public and 
to receive comments from the public. 

b. Significant issues to be analyzed in 
depth in the EIS include effects on 
hydraulic, wetlands and other waters of 
the U.S., vegetation and wildlife 
resources, special-status species, 
cultural resources, land use, fisheries, 
water quality, air quality, transportation, 
and socioeconomics; and cumulative 
effects of related projects in the study 
area. 

c. The Corps is consulting with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer to 
comply with the National Historic 
Preservation Act, and the National 
Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service to comply 
with the Endangered Species Act. 
Coordination with the National Marine 
Fisheries Service has been completed; 
coordination with U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service is still ongoing. 

d. A 45-day public review period will 
be provided for individuals and 
agencies to review and comment on the 
draft EIS. All interested parties are 
encouraged to respond to this notice 
and provide a current address if they 
wish to be notified of the draft EIS 
circulation. 

4. Availability. The draft EIS is 
scheduled to be available for public 
review and comment in early 2008. 

Dated: February 22, 2008. 

Thomas C. Chapman, 
COL, EN, Commanding. 
[FR Doc. E8–3919 Filed 2–28–08; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3710–EZ–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Army Corps 
of Engineers 

Notice of Intent To Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the American River Common Features 
General Reevaluation Report, 
Sacramento, CA 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers; DOD. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The action being taken is the 
preparation of an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) for the American River 
Common Features General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR). The Common Features 
Project GRR will re-evaluate the 
currently authorized plan as well as 
develop and evaluate other viable 
alternatives, including a locally- 
preferred plan, with the goal of 
identifying a comprehensive plan that 
will lower the risk of flooding in and 
around the City of Sacramento. The 
Common Features Project GRR is 
located in Sacramento, Sutter and Yolo 
Counties, CA. 
DATES: A series of public scoping 
meetings will be held as follows: 

1. March 5, 2008, 5 to 7 p.m. at The 
Elk’s Lodge. 

2. March 6, 2008, 5 to 7 p.m. at Arden 
Park Community Center, Room A. 

3. March 10, 2008, 3 to 6 p.m. at The 
Library Galleria East Meeting Room. 

4. March 13, 2008, 5 to 7 p.m. at The 
Sierra Health Foundation. 

Send written comments by April 11, 
2008 to the address below. 
ADDRESSES: Written comments and 
suggestions concerning this study may 
be submitted to Ms. Elizabeth Holland, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Sacramento District, Attn: Planning 
Division (CESPK–PD–R), 1325 J Street, 
Sacramento, CA 95814. Requests to be 
placed on the mailing list should also be 
sent to this address. The location of the 
public meetings is as follows; The Elks 
Lodge, 6446 Riverside Blvd., 
Sacramento, CA; Arden Park 
Community Center, 1000 La Sierra 
Drive, Sacramento, CA; Library Galleria, 
828 ‘‘I’’ Street, Sacramento, CA; and 
Sierra Health Foundation, 1321 Garden 
Highway, Sacramento, CA. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Questions about the proposed action 
and EIS should be addressed to Liz 
Holland at (916) 557–6763, e-mail 
Elizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil or 
by mail to (see ADDRESSES). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Proposed Action. The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers is preparing an EIS 
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to analyze the impacts of a range of 
alternatives that would lessen the risk of 
flooding in and around the City of 
Sacramento. 

2. Alternatives. The EIS will address 
an array of flood control improvement 
alternatives that are intended to reduce 
flood risk within the project area. 
Alternatives analyzed during the 
investigation will include a combination 
of one or more flood protection 
measures. These measures include levee 
improvements (e.g., seepage berms, 
adjacent setback levees, seepage wells, 
seepage cutoff walls), revisions to 
system hydraulics through setbacks, 
levee raises, and/or more diversion of 
flow into the bypass system, and 
possible use of upstream lands for 
detention. 

3. Scoping Process. a. A series of 
public scoping meeting will be held in 
early March, 2008 to present 
information to the public and to receive 
comments from the public. These 
meetings are intended to initiate the 
process to involve concerned 
individuals, and local, State, and 
Federal agencies. 

b. Significant issues to be analyzed in 
depth in the EIS include effects on 
hydraulics, wetlands and other waters 
of the U.S., vegetation and wildlife 
resources, special-status species, 
esthetics, cultural resources, recreation, 
land use, fisheries, water quality, air 
quality, transportation, and 
socioeconomics; and cumulative effects 
of related projects in the study area. 

c. The Corps is consulting with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer to 
comply with the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and National Marine 
Fisheries Service to comply with the 
Endangered Species Act. The Corps is 
also coordinating with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to comply with the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. 

d. A 45-day public review period will 
be provided for individuals and 
agencies to review and comment on the 
draft EIS. All interested parties are 
encouraged to respond to this notice 
and provide a current address if they 
wish to be notified of the draft EIS 
circulation. 

4. Availability. The draft EIS is 
scheduled to be available for public 
review and comment in spring 2010. 

Dated: February 15, 2008. 

Thomas C. Chapman, 
COL, EN, Commanding. 
[FR Doc. E8–3922 Filed 2–28–08; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3710–EZ–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Navy 

Meeting of the Ocean Research and 
Resources Advisory Panel 

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DoD. 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The Ocean Research and 
Resources Advisory Panel (ORRAP) will 
meet to discuss National Ocean 
Research Leadership Council (NORLC) 
and Interagency Committee on Ocean 
Science and Resource Management 
Integration (ICOSRMI) activities. All 
sessions of the meeting will be open to 
the public. 

DATES: The meeting will be held on 
Tuesday, April 15, 2008 from 8 a.m. to 
5:30 p.m. and Wednesday, April 16, 
2008 from 8 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. 

ADDRESSES: The meetings will be held at 
the Consortium for Ocean Leadership 
located at 1201 New York Ave, Suite 
420, Washington, DC. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr. 
Charles L. Vincent, Office of Naval 
Research, 875 North Randolph Street, 
Suite 1425, Arlington, VA 22203–1995, 
telephone: 703–696–4118. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice is provided in accordance with 
the provisions of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App. 2). The 
meeting will include discussions on 
ocean research to applications, ocean 
observing, professional certification 
programs, and other current issues in 
the ocean science and resource 
management communities. In order to 
maintain the meeting time schedule, 
members of the public will be limited in 
their time to speak to the Panel. 
Members of the public should submit 
written comments at least one week 
prior to the meeting to Dr. Charles L. 
Vincent, Office of Naval Research, 875 
North Randolph Street, Suite 1425, 
Arlington, VA 22203–1995, telephone: 
703–696–4118. 

Dated: February 22, 2008. 

T.M. Cruz, 
Lieutenant, Office of the Judge Advocate 
General, U.S. Navy, Federal Register Liaison 
Officer. 
[FR Doc. E8–3893 Filed 2–28–08; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3810–FF–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Navy 

[USN–2008–0008] 

Privacy Act of 1974; System of 
Records 

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice to Amend a System of 
Records. 

SUMMARY: The Department of the Navy 
is amending a system of records notice 
in its existing inventory of record 
systems subject to the Privacy Act of 
1974, (5 U.S.C. 552a), as amended. 
DATES: This proposed action will be 
effective without further notice on 
March 31, 2008 unless comments are 
received which result in a contrary 
determination. 

ADDRESSES: Send comments to the 
Department of the Navy, PA/FOIA 
Policy Branch, Chief of Naval 
Operations (DNS–36), 2000 Navy 
Pentagon, Washington, DC 20350–2000. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mrs. 
Doris Lama at (202) 685–6545. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department of the Navy systems of 
records notices subject to the Privacy 
Act of 1974, (5 U.S.C. 552a), as 
amended, have been published in the 
Federal Register and are available from 
the address above. 

The specific changes to the record 
system being amended are set forth 
below followed by the notice, as 
amended, published in its entirety. The 
proposed amendments are not within 
the purview of subsection (r) of the 
Privacy Act of 1974, (5 U.S.C. 552a), as 
amended, which requires the 
submission of a new or altered system 
report. 

Dated: February 25, 2008. 
L.M. Bynum, 
Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 

N01000–3 

SYSTEM NAME: 

Navy Individual Service Review 
Board (ISRB) Proceedings Application 
File (March 18, 1997, 62 FR 12806). 

CHANGES: 

SYSTEM NAME: 

Delete entry and replace with ‘‘DoD 
Civilian/Military Service Review 
Board.’’ 

SYSTEM LOCATION: 

Delete entry and replace with ‘‘Navy 
Personnel Command (PERS–312), 5720 
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Posters from March 2008 Scoping Meetings 



About the Re-evaluation Report American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report

Flooding is a long-standing problem facing the Sacramento

area.  The recent floods of 1986 and 1997 devastated several

communities, including homes, businesses, orchards and 

farmlands.  In 1996 the Water Resources Development Act

authorized the American River Common Features Project 

(CFP), designed to lessen flood risks in Sacramento.  Since the

authorization of the CFP 12 years ago, a great deal of progress

has been made to improve the flood control system.  However, 

new information and issues have been identified and new

engineering standards have been instituted.  As a result, there

are continuing concerns about the integrity of Sacramento’s 

flood control management system.

As a result, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers plans to conduct 

a re-evaluation report called the American River Common

Features General Re-evaluation Report (Common Features 

GRR) that will look at the existing CFP with the purpose of 

identifying alternatives to lower the risk of flooding to the City of 

Sacramento. The Common Features GRR will examine the City’s

flood management system as a whole, rather than on a site-by-

site, project-by-project basis. 

The purpose of the Common Features GRR is to review the

CFP with the aim of making recommendations for changes or

additions that will effectively and efficiently reduce flood risks 

within the American River Watershed.  This includes the flood

control features along the American and Sacramento Rivers that

provide protection to the City of Sacramento and surrounding 

areas.

In a separate effort, the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

(SAFCA) is currently working on a flood control program specific 

to Natomas to provide the area with 100-year flood protection as 

soon as possible, and ultimately, in cooperation with this study, 

200-year protection. These improvements could be completed 

before the Common Features GRR is conducted because of the

high risk of catastrophic flooding in Natomas. It is anticipated 

that SAFCA’s program will eventually be incorporated into the

Common Features GRR.  



Study Area American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report



Study Area Detail American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report

Lower American River



American River Common Features General Re-evaluation ReportStudy Area Detail

Natomas Basin



American River Common Features General Re-evaluation ReportStudy Area Detail

Sacramento River from American River to Freeport



Planning Process American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report

Previous investigations
and ongoing/completed
projects will inform the
Common Features GRR

March 2008
May 2008

May 2008
July 2008

July 2008
October 2008

October 2008
June 2009

June 2009
May 2010

May 2010
October 2010

The Corps’  “Beehive” diagram represents the six planning steps and the iterative process of Corps project planning. 

Corps decision making is generally based on the accomplishment and documentation of all of these steps. It is
important to stress the iterative nature of this process. As more information is acquired and developed, it may be 
necessary to reiterate some of the previous steps. The six steps, though presented and discussed in a sequential
manner for ease of understanding, usually occur iteratively and sometimes concurrently. Iterations of steps are
conducted as necessary to formulate efficient, effective, complete and acceptable plans.

Completed and Ongoing Projects
A great deal of progress has been made since the 
major flood events in 1986 and 1997. The projects 
listed below are examples of recent efforts to increase 
the level of flood protection in the Sacramento area.  
These efforts will inform and be coordinated with the
Common Features GRR planning process.

American River Common Features Projects

River (24 miles completed)

(completed)

construction)

remaining)

Other Major Flood Protection Projects

SAFCA) (ongoing)
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American River Common Features General Re-evaluation ReportTypical Levee Deficiencies

U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers



lt
de of 
where 
is not 
or
ing

d.
DETAILS

New levee is built to current standards.

Old levee may stay in place or be removed.

ncept:
ew embankment

engthens the 
sting levee and 
arges the slopes.

DETAILS

The crown of the levee would increase 5 feet 
landside, with a 3:1 slope to existing ground.

pt:
ng water surface
ons by modifying
on to the bypass system
so reduce seepage and 
y issues by reducing
tatic pressure. Lower
urface elevations will 
eviate freeboard issues.

DETAILS

Modifications to bypass system may result in lower 
water surface elevations in the Sacramento River 
and tributaries.

Diversion to Bypass System
(seepage, stability, & freeboard)

American River Common Features General Re-evaluation ReportPotential Solutions

U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers

IMPROVEMENTS TO FLOOD CONTROL FEATURES THAT ADDRESS STABILITY, EROSION AND FREEBOARD



DETAILS

Berm height is generally 2/3 the height of levee, extending for 
a distance determined by the structural needs of the levee.

cept:
vides additional
port to levee to 
ease strength.

DETAILS

Rock is typically 8 to 18 inches in diameter, placed 
in a 12 to 24-inch layer.

Rock could be covered by soil and/or vegetation.

pt:
ide erosion is

ted by placement

DETAILS

Slopes are repaired by reforming material on the landside
(and waterside if necessary) to create flatter slopes.

New material will meet current standards.

t:
lopes are more 
nd less suscept-

erosion. Excess
ion may inhibit 
aintenance and 

mance monitoring.

DETAILS

Erosion of levee toe is controlled by placing rock 
revetment.

Habitat is replaced by installing biotechnical features.

t:
rock revetment
f eroding levee 
s erosion. Installing 
nical features 
s habitat and 
controls erosion.

DETAILS

Typically constructed at hingepoint to allow access
to the crown.

May be pre-cast or cast-in-place.

pt:
nal levee height

e achieved through
uction of a concrete 
 the levee crown.

ept:
protection is

ased by adding 
rial to crown
evee slope (land
ter side).

DETAILS

Material is placed on the crown of the levee (if 
current crown is wide enough).

Material is placed from landside and waterside 
hingepoint.

American River Common Features General Re-evaluation ReportPotential Solutions

U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers

IMPROVEMENTS TO LEVEES THAT ADDRESS STABILITY, EROSION AND FREEBOARD



DETAILS

Constructed via conventional slurry trench.

Wall is approximately 2 to 3 ft wide and up to

    80 ft deep.

pt:
pressure is 
ned and dispersed 
w-permeability

onstructed within
vee cross section.

DETAILS

Wells are drilled near levee toe, approximately 80 
feet deep.

Well spacing is approximately 50-100 feet.

pt:
pressure is relieved
ssive wells, which
l water discharge into
ction system.

DETAILS

Berm is typically one-third the height of the levee.

Berm may extend 300 feet from the levee.

pt:
pressure is 
ned and dispersed 
ickened soil layer.

ept:
panels are driven
he levee core 
vide a seepage
r.

DETAILS

Interlocking steel sheet piles are driven into the ground 
by a pile driving head attached to a crane.
Pre-drilling of soil may be necessary if earth is 
particularly solid.

DETAILS

Levee is partially excavated to install layers of drain rock 
encased in filter sand.
Placed on the landside 1/3 of the levee.

pt:
re any through-
ge and direct it
rom the face of 

vee.

American River Common Features General Re-evaluation ReportPotential Solutions

U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers

IMPROVEMENTS TO LEVEES THAT ADDRESS SEEPAGE



Identifying the Key Issues American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report

The process of determining the scope, focus and 
content of an EIS/EIR is known as “scoping”.  Scoping is 
a part of the NEPA/CEQA process in which the general 
public, interested agencies and stakeholders provide
comments to the Lead Agency to help identify
the key issues, range of actions, alternatives, and
environmental affects to be analyzed in the EIS/EIR.

The following issues related to this project have been
identified to date: 



NEPA/CEQA Compliance American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report

What is an EIS/EIR?

An EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) and an EIR (Environmental Impact Report) are documents that are required to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), respectively.  The purpose of these documents is to analyze and disclose a project’s potential effects on the natural and 
human environment and identify conservation measures and alternatives to avoid significant effects.

An EIS is prepared when there is Federal involvement in the project and an EIR is prepared when the project is subject to State or local jurisdiction.  A joint document, an EIS/EIR, 
may be prepared when both a Federal and State agency are involved. The major steps to complying with both acts are outlined below. 

CEQA
(Environmental Impact Report)

NEPA
(Environmental Impact Statement)

Official notice that an environmental document is being prepared

Defines the scope of the study by identifying issues and soliciting
comments from the general public, agencies, and jurisdictions.

Describes the purpose and need/proposed project; alternatives considered; alternatives 
rejected or accepted; and a comprehensive evaluation of the environmental impacts 

that the alternatives would likely cause, and conceptual mitigation.

At least a 45-day period during which the public and agencies review 
the draft document and submit comments to the lead agencies.

Lead agency uses information from the final document and the project 
record to issue a decision and document commitments and mitigation.

Addresses the comments on the draft document and from any
public hearing, presents the final evaluation of project-induced

environmental impacts and ways to mitigate unavoidable impacts.

Notice of Preparation

Scoping

Draft EIR

State Clearinghouse

Public and Agency Review

Preparation of
Response to Comments

Final EIR

Agency Decision/Findings,
Statement of Overriding

Consideration,
Mitigation Monitoring

Notice of Intent

Scoping

Draft EIS

EPA Filing: Federal Register

Public and Agency Review

EPA Filing:
Federal Register Notice

Final EIS

Agency Decision/
Record of Decision
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